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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Att THE courts in the Royal Courts of Justice are now com- 
pleted, but as yet there have never been nineteen courts sitting at 
the same time. 





As soon as the date of Mr. Justice Kay’s return from circuit is 
known, an order will be made transferring to him his causes from 
Mr. Justice Pearson. 





As WE ANTICIPATED, an order has been made for the transfer to 
Mr. Justice Norru, for trial or hearing only, of all the causes now 
before Mr. Justice Pearson for trial or hearing only, except a few 
specified causes, which are retained for trial or hearing only. For 
these causes the paper of Mr. Justice Pzarson must be carefully 
watched. It will be observed that no writ is to be marked for Mr. 
Justice Norra. 





A NUMBER OF RULEs have been drafted intended to simplify the 
work of the Chancery Pay Office. Among numerous other altera- 
tions, we believe that the following are proposed. Affidavits of 
residue are mo longer to be required, and the Chancery Paymaster 
is himself to do the necessary sum and to recognize the result of 
his own figures without the assistance of the oath of a stranger. 
Another and very useful reform proposed is the payment of 
dividends and periodical payments by post in the same manner as 
the Bank of England now pays dividends when requested, and this 
provision is to be carried out in connection with an address book, 
containing the names and addresses of persons interested and of their 
solicitors. The certificates or directions for sales or transfers of 
stock, which are now drawn and signed by the registrars, are to be 
abolished, and the Paymaster, it is proposed, shall act on a pay 
sheet. without looking at the order on which it purports to be 


py sheet, without being requested to do so by the solicitor having 
carriage of the order. Provision is also to be made so that the 
Chancery Broker shall effect sales and transfers on every day of the 
week except Saturday, instead of, as now, on two days only. In 
actions for debt or damages, where a party is entitled, according to 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, to take money out of court 
paid in in satisfaction—a course which cannot now be adopted in 
the Chancery Division without an order—it is proposed that pro- 
vision should be made for enabling him to do so without an order. 
This last provision will become the more valuable when there is one 
Pay Office for the whole of the Supreme Court, as must ere long be 

@ case. 





Tae answer of the Lorp Cuancettor to the request recently 
preferred to him by the Lancashire deputation for continuous 
sittings of the judges of the High Court at Liverpool and Man- 
chester is to be found in the little Bill which has just been printed 
“to further improve the administration of justice in the Court of 
Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster.” By this 
measure it is proposed that the Palatine Court shall, as 
regards all persons and property within its jurisdiction, have 
the like powers and jurisdiction as the High Court of Justice 
in its Chancery Division now has and exercises, or may under any 
Act hereafter passed and not expressly enacting to the contrary 
have and exercise, in respect of all persons and property within its 
sabe ye And it is provided, by the next clause, that the 


judgments and orders of the High Court of Justice, and that all 
judgments and orders of the Court of Appeal in causes commenced 
in the Palatine Court shall be subject to appeal to the House of 
Lords. From the observations of the Lorp Cxancettor to the 
deputation, it seems to have been intended that Lancashire causes 
in the Chancery Division shall be remitted to the Palatine Court 
for trial, but no hint of this appears in the Bill. 





Ir wItt BE sEEN from the interesting account we publish else- 
where of a recent meeting of Cornish solicitors, that the 
Remuneration Order has had at least one beneficial effect. We 
have long been familiar with the ancient practice in the West of 
England and elsewhere of charging the purchaser with a contract 
fee to the vendor’s solicitor, and a fee to the auctioneer, which 
practice was abandoned by the Gloucestershire solicitors in 1879, 
and by the Bristol solicitors last November ; but we were unaware 
that in addition to these fees the long-sufferg Cornish purchaser, 
whether by private contract or by auction, was also saddled with 
the obligation to have his conveyance prepared by the vendor's 
solicitor at the purchaser’s cost. "We have long ago arrived at the 
conclusion, from some experience of divers general forms of con- 
ditions of sale adopted by all the solicitors in particular localities, 
that purchasers are willing to s.bmit to the most onerous stipula- 
tions, provided only they have the consolatory reflection that in 
submitting to them they are ing arring a calamity which is common, 
under the like circumstances, to all their neighbours. But we 
should have thought that the extreme inconvenience which the 
Cornish practice of preparation of the conveyance by the vendor’s 
solicitor is likely, in many cases, to occasion to the purchaser’s 
solicitor, would have long ago led to the abandonment of the 
practice. We are glad to find that, owing to the operation of 
the Remuneration Order, it has now received its death-blow. 
Some opposition seems to have been made at the recent 
meeting to the abolition of the contract fee to the vendor's 
solicitor, but it is to be hoped that the resolution abolishing this 
will ultimately be carried. “We need hardly remind the Cornish 
solicitors that when, in 1878, the opinion of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society was requested with regard to the pro- 
priety of this custom, they expressed an opinion that it was open 
to grave objection. 





THE DISAGREEMENT of the jury upon the second trial of Kerry 
for murder raises the question whether it is competent for the 
Crown to have the case tried a third time, and so on ad in- 
Jjinitum. There is, so far as we can discover, no authority 
on the subject in the reports. The question whether a prisoner 
can be tried once again after a jury have been discharged for 
disagreement, after having been frequently decided in the affirma- 
tive, was raised once more, so recently as 1866, in Winsor v. The 
Queen (L. R. 1 Q. B. 390), in which the Exchequer Chamber, 
affirming the judgment below, held “ that the judge has a discre- 
tion to discharge the jury, which a court of error cannot review ; 
that the discharge of the first jury without a verdict is not equiva- 
lent to an acquittal; and that a second jury ae may issue.” 
In that case; in R. v. Charlesworth (31 L. J. M. C. 25), and in 
the Irish case of Conway and Lynch v. The Queen: (7 Ir. L. R. 
149), every available authority was considered, and there is no 
raising of the question whether a third or any further trial can be 
held. Cariouaty enough, in the Irish case, the majority of the 
court was against a second trial, but the judgment of Crameror, 
J., the dissentient judge, is, and has always been, considered so 
convincing that second trials have been frequent in Ireland since 
Winsor’s case (although English judgments are not technically 





urt of Appeal shall exercise the like jurisdiction as to judgments 


binding on Irish courts) and there is at least one precedent for a 
third trial. In 1869 one Monrcomery, a sub-inspector of gee 
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bulary, after having been twice tried for murder with the result of 
a discharge of two successive juries for disagreement, was tried a 
third time, convicted and sentenced. No doubt there is ground for 
saying that the reasoning for a second trial applies to a third. “It 
is a grave and lamentable thing,” said Cocxsurn, C.J., in Reg. v. 
Charlesworth, “‘and a great scandal sometimes, that, from some 
defect of evidence which ought to have been forthcoming, and 
which, probably, by a postponement, might easily be supplied, 
notorious criminals should escape the punishment which ought to 
await them. It appears to me that when you talk of a 
man being twice put in jeopardy, you mean put in jeopardy by 
the verdict of a jury, and that he is not tried and is not put in 
jeopardy until the verdict comes to pass.” 





THE DEMAND made more than a year ago by Mr. WotsTeNHOLME 
for an organization of the bar ‘‘ adapted to modern exigencies ” 
has at length resulted in the presentation to the Arrornry-GENERAL 
of a requisition, signed by 285 members of the bar, asking him to 
call a meeting for the purpose of considering proposals for the 
formation of a bar committee “to collect and express the opinions 
of the members of the bar on matters affecting the profession, and 
to take such action thereon as may be deemed expedient”; and 
the Arronyry-Genenat has fixed Saturday, May 5, for the meeting. 
It cannot be denied that the condition of the bar, as regards 
organization, is anomalous and unsatisfactory. While other pro- 
fessions have representative bodies competent to ascertain and 
express the views of the members, the bar is governed by four 
separate, self-elected bodies of benchers, all of whom in one case, 
and nearly all of whom in the other cases, are members of the inner 
bar. It 1s not at allnecessary, however, in order to justify the new 
movement, to throw discredit on the performance of their duties by 
the benchers. Those duties are strictly marked out by tradition. 
They administer with shrewdness and care (at least, when un- 
affected by any church restoration craze) the property of their 
Inns; they deal fairly with the cases of discipline which are brought 
before them, and they have bestowed a creditable amount of atten- 
tion on legal education. But it has seldom or never been recog- 
nized in modern times that it is one of their functions to represent 
the bar, or to express its opinion upon the legal questions of the 
day. The promoters of the meeting will do well to avoid blaming 
the benchers for not travelling beyond their traditional duties, and it 
is worthy of consideration whether in any bar committee which may 
be formed there should not be at least one representative of each 
bench. Another point to be borne in mind is that; if the com- 
mittee is to exercise direct influence on legislation, all members of 
the bar who have seats in Parliament ought to be ex officio mem- 
bers. And, except in the above cases, the qualification for election 
as a member of the committee ought to be actual practice of the 
profession. 





Ir nas BEEN staTED that the police magistrate at Highgate has 
decided that a child of six years old, whose mother objected that 
he was too young to be sworn, could not make an affirmation, and 
that consequently a case in which the child—a boy “‘ who had had 
his ears pulled ”—was the principal witness was dismissed unheard. 
The point whether a child of too tender years to take an oath can 
affirm under the Evidence Amendment Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 
68), s. 4, is a very curious one, and we are not a little surprised to 
find that there is no decision upon it in the superior courts, as it 
must have frequently arisen in county and police courts. The 
words of the statute are, that “every person called to give evidence 
in any court of justice, who shall object to take an oath, 
or shall be objected to as incompetent to take an oath, shall, if the 
presiding judge is satisfied that the taking of an oath would have 
no binding effect upon his conscience, make the following promise 
and declaration :—I promise and declare,” &c. The statute, as 
is well known, was sed to render the evidence of atheists 
admissible. Does it include the case of a child? Mr. Justice 
Sreruex, in a note to article 107 of his “Digest of the Law of 
Evidence,” argues that it does. “The practice,” says he, “of 
insisting on a child’s belief in punishment in a future state for lying 
as a condition of the admissibility of its evidence [see Re. v. 
Brasier, | Leach C. C. 199] leads to anecdotes and to scenes little 
caleulated to increase respect either for religion or for the adminis. 
tration of justice. The statute would scem to render this unneces- 


ae 
sary. Ifa person who deliberately and advisedly rejects all belief 
in God and a future state is a competent witness, & fortiori, g 
child who has received no instruction on the subject must be 
competent also.” In this view we cannot agree. It will haye 
been seen that to render the affirmation admissible, the witness 
must either object of his own accord or must be objected to by 
another person. It is clear that the child cannot object to take an 
oath, for a person can only object to do what he understands the 
meaning of, and it must be assumed that the child does not under. 
stand the meaning of an oath, otherwise he would be bound to take 
it. Nor (though this is not quite so clear) do we see how a child 
can be ‘objected to as incompetent.” The statute, we think, 
sufficiently expresses what is known to have been its intention, * 
that an affirmation may be taken by those who are objected to as 
incompetent to take an oath as such, on the re of its inherent 
meaninglessness to them, whereas a child is in the state of 
learning what an oath means. At any rate, an objection must be 
made by an opposite party, and not by the party tendering the 
witness ; so that the Highgate decision may be supported on this 
ground, inasmuch as the objection came from the child’s mother, 
See the point discussed in ‘‘ Best on Evidence,” 7th ed., p. 158, 
where the same view is taken, and it is added that ‘‘it is greatly 
to be desired that the Act should be applied in express terms to 
children appearing to the court to be proper subjects for its 
application ’—in which suggestion we fully agree. 





Wuen tae Granp Commrrrer on the Bankruptcy Bill met for 
their fourth day’s sitting on Friday, last week, Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, in 
pursuance of his promise at the conclusion of the previous Monday’s 
sitting, moved the insertion of words in clause 9 to prevent the 
question of distress for rent being raised prematurely, which motion 
was agreed to. Upon the same clause an amendment was moved 
by Mr. Drxon-Hartianp having for its object that all pending 
proceedings against a debtor, on the making of a receiving order, 
shall be restrained by notice under the seal of the court without 
the necessity of an application for a restraining order, with a view 
to saving expense ; but, although this formed an important feature 
in the Government Bill of 1881, the amendment of Mr. Drxox- 
Hanrtianp was opposed by the Soxrcrror-Genrrat and rejected by 
the Committee, on the undertaking of the Sorrcrror-Generat to 
introduce words to meet the point inthe next clause. Upon clause 
10, which empowers the court to appoint the official receiver as 
receiver at any time after the presentation of a petition, and before 
the making of a receiving order, words were inserted at the instance 
of the Soricrror-GeyERaL so as to give such power only “ if it is 
shown to be necessary for the protection of the estate.” The 
following words were also inserted in the same clause at the 
instance of the Soricrror-GeneraL: ‘The court may, at any time 
after the presentation of a bankruptcy petition, stay any execution 
or other legal process against the property or person of a debtor.” 
The result of the insertion of these words and the rejection of Mr. 
Drxon-Hartiayn’s amendment on clause 9, as it seems to us, will 
be that where proceedings are pending against a debtor at the date 
of the institution of bankruptcy proceedings, applications to restrain 
the creditors from proceeding therewith, with all their present costs 
and abuses, will be retained. Upon clause 11, which provides for 
the appointment of a special manager, a very long discussion took 
place upon two amendments totally opposite in their effeet. The 
clause, as originally submitted, was as follows: ‘‘ The official 
receiver of a debtor’s estate, or, if he declines, the court, may, on 
the application of any creditor,” &. Mr. Drxon-Harrianp moved 
to omit the words with which the clause begins down to the word 
“ declines,” so as to leave the power to appoint a special manager 
entirely with the court. This amendment was rejected, and one 
by Mr. M’Laaay, to omit the words, “ or, if he declines, the court,” 
was adopted by the small majority of three. Mr. OmAmpeRiain 
then moved to insert words preventing the official receiver from 
appointing himself manager, which were agreed to, and the com- 
mittee adjourned at that stage. j 

On Monday last the consideration of clause 11 was re- 
sumed, and, after some discussion, the clause was am 60 
as to enable the official receiver to intrust a ial manager 
appointed wers of the receiver, 
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(uammzntstn, sub-clause 4, which provides that the cial 
shall be eligible for the office of trustee, was dak oe 

12 and 13 were passed with some slight verbal alterations 

ly; and on clause 14, relating to the debtor’s statement of 
affeirs, an amendment moved by Mr. Drxon-Hanriawp, empowering 
the court to authorize the employment of a professional accountant 
in the p tion of such statement, if the official receiver should 


~ tof opinion that it is absolutely necessary for the debtor to have 


gach assistance, was rejected. An amendment, moved by the same 
member, authorizing creditors to inspect the statement, and pro- 
viding that BP sagey untruthfully representing themselves as 
greditors in order to obtain inspection shall be punishable as for 

pt of court, was adopted without repress * To clause 15, 
which relates to the public examination of debtors, a number of 
amendments were proposed. Mr. Arruur O’Connor moved the 
insertion of words which would have the effect of dispensing with 
such public examination in case the creditors agreed to accept a 
composition, but this amendment was opposed by Mr. Coamperiary 
as being contrary to the principle of the Bill, and was negatived. 
Two amendments, moved by Mr. Srannorz, with the object of 
limiting the controlling power of the Board of Trade with reference 
to the employment of counsel, were also rejected, but an amend- 
ment moved by Mr. M’Laaan, providing that notes of the debtor’s 
examination shall be taken down in writing and signed, and one 
moved by Mr. Cuamprr3arn, providing that a trustee may take part 
in the public examination in case he should be appointed before the 
conelusion thereof, were adopted. On clause 16, which provides 
for the acceptance by creditors and approval by the court of a 
composition or arrangement, an amendment, moved by Mr. 
Gaeeory, enabling creditors to resolve at the first meeting whether 
the debtor should be adjudged bankrupt, was agreed to, with some 
sight alteration. The committee adjourned before concluding a 
discussion upon an amendment to sub-clause 2 of clause 16, moved 
by Mr. AnrHur O’Connor, which would require a composition or 
scheme to be accepted at a subsequent meeting by a resolution 

‘by a majority in number representing three-fourths in 
value of all the creditors of the bankrupt,’ instead of by a special 
resolution of those present or represented only. The discussion, so 
far as it proceeded, appears to have been entirely in favour of the 
amendment, and, as the Sotrcrror-Genzrat accepted the amend- 
sa : A will probably be adopted at the next sitting of the 

mmittee. 





OvR coRRESPONDENT, whose letter on section 34 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, was noticed by us last week, has favoured us 
with a second letter on the same subject, which will be found in 
mother column. Our correspondent is, of course, the best judge 
a8 to the question which his former letter was meant to raise, and 
we do not for a moment contest his opinion upon this subject. 
Upon the questions which seem’ to be asked in his second letter, 
we beg to offer a few remarks for his consideration, and for the 
benefit of our readers :—(1) There can be no doubt, we conceive, 
that if a retiring trustee, having the trust property vested in him, 
should refuse to convey, all need for his conveyance might be 

ed by such a declaration as in the section mentioned. 

(2) We quite agree that, when the trust property is vested in one 
or more trustees, it may, with the strictest propriety, be said to be 
“subject to the trust,” although there may also exist some one or 
more other trustees, who have no legal estate or ownership in the 
trust property. Whether, if it should descend to the executor of 
the last, sano trustee, leaving an insane trustee who has never 
acquired any legal estate or ownership surviving, the trust prop- 
erty would still be, in strict propriety of speech, ‘subject to the 
trust,’ seerns to be not so clear; and upon this point we, in our 
turn, will not “venture to pronounce a decided opinion.” And 
the further question, whether, under such circumstances as last 
ihentioned, a declaration would be effectual to vest the property, 
wems to be sufficiently doubtful to make us prefer, in practice, 
to adopt, under such circumstances, the sure course of a convey- 
ance from the executor. We do not, however, think that such 
4 question is very likely to arise in practice; because it is the 
usual practice to combine the conveyance of the trust property 
With the appointment of a new trustee, except in the case of copy- 
holds and stocks transferable only by register, to which the section 
does not upply. But all these cases are quite beside that which we 
our correspondent to put in his former letter—where, as 





he will remember, the legal estate was in nubibus, and not vested 
m any person whatever. Upon this question we do feel able to 
pronounce something very like a decided opinion. We cannot 
believe that the intention of the section was to enable appointors 
of new trustees to make private vesting orders of the kind whieh 
we understood our correspondent to suggest. 





A cuntovs quzstion has been suggested as to the recent judicial 
appointments. Under the Judicature Act, 1873, as amended by sec- 
tion 15 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, the number of judges of the 
High Court is fixed at nineteen; but by the Judicature Act, 1877, 
s. 2, power was given “‘to appoint a judge of the High Court of 
Justice in addition to the number of judges authorized to be 
appointed by the Judicature Act, 1873”; but this additional judge 
is required, by section 3 of the same Act, “‘to be attached to the 
Chancery Division,” subject to the power of transfer given by 
the Judicature Act, 1873; and by the Judicature Act, 1881, the 
power to appoint an additional judge ‘‘ may be exercised from time 
to time, so as at all times to make due provision for the business 
of the Chancery Division.” Mr. Justice Nontx could not be 
“appointed a judge of the High Court” under the Act of 1877, 
being already a judge of that court, but under section 31 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, he might be transferred by Royal Sign 
Manual to the Chancery Division, and this course has probably 
been taken ; but then there arises the question where is the power 
to appoint Mr. Justice Samra as an additional judge to be attached 
to the Queen’s Bench Division ? 





WE. ARE GLAD TO OBSERVE that a resolution is to be moved by 
the President at the meeting of the Incorporated Law Society on 
Friday, expressive of regret at the death of the late Musrer of 
the Rotts; acknowledging the ‘‘great and unceasing interest” 
shown by him in all matters brought to his notice by the council, 
and authorizing the council to take part in any movement for re- 
cognizing in a public and permanent form the admiration and 
esteem in which he was held by the profession. Independently 
of his transcendent merits as a judge in laying down the law, Sir 
Gzorce Jxsset deserves the gratitude of solicitors, alike for 
his incessant efforts to make the wheels of legal procedure 
move more easily, as for the em with which he set himself to 
prevent the accumulation of arrears in the hearing of causes. He 
remarked at a City dinner last year that his predecessor at the 
Rolls, ‘‘ who had worked harder than any Master of the 
Rolls,”’ had, at the end of his term of office, sat for twenty-four 
weeks in the year; but since the passing of the Judicature Act 
he (Sir G. Jessen) had been sitting over thirty-four weeks in the 
year. 


Tue news of the death of Mr. Raywzr, late the Town Clerk of 
Liverpool, has occasioned to us, and, doubtless, to many of our 
readers, very sincere regret. He was a man of uncommon shrewd- 
ness, energy, and practical ability; and had earned in his difficult 
and responsible position the highest reputation for legal knowledge 
and soundness of judgment. From time to time the columns of 
this journal have been indebted to him for valuable contributions 
on his special subjects. Among these, perhaps, the most useful 
were the articles in which he detailed the arrangements for count- 
ing ballot papers and votes devised by him, and which, when 
first adopted in 1874, in the largest constituency in the kingdom, 
resulted in the votes being counted in less than three hours, while 
in much smaller constituencies more than double this time was 
occupied. We believe that much of the increased rapidity in the 
announcement of the polls at the last general election was due to 
the adoption of Mr. Rarwzr’s suggestions. 











On the 19th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Warton asked the 
Attorney-General whether, in the event of clause 100 of the Criminal Code 
(Indictable Offences Procedure) Bill becoming law, he would consider the 
j= seve | of introducing a Bill to make corresponding in the law of 
evidence in respect of the summary trial of offences. e Attorney- 
Cee ane eae) htabs ts aces ton Tannen Oak ee eee 
If the House thought it right to accept the 

risoners was to dae it would be im le to stop short and not 
extend the principle to cases of summary procedure, 
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THE EFFECT OF DIVORCE ON BEQUESTS 
TO HUSBAND OR WIFE. 


Two somewhat curious points with regard to the construction of 
wills have recently been decided in the Chancery Division.. The 
questions that arose strongly illustrate the difficulty that occurs in 
the application to extraordinary circumstances of words that were 
intended to apply to ordinary cases. In both cases the complica- 
tion arose from the fact of there having been a divorce. The first 
case was In re Boddington (31 W. R. 449, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 597). 
There the testator gave a legacy of £200 to his wife E. C., and in 
addition thereto an annuity of £300, so long as she should continue 
his widow and unmarried, or otherwise, in lieu and in substitution 
of the said annuity, at the option of his said wife, a legacy of 
£2,000. After the date of the will the marriage was, in a suit in 
the Divorce Court instituted by the wife, declared void ab initio 
on the ground of the impotence of the testator. The testator died 
without revoking or altering his will. It was held that E. C. was 
entitled to the legacy of £200, but that she could not claim the 
annuity or the legacy in substitution thereof, on the ground that, 
never having been in law the testator’s wife, she never could be, 
or continue, his widow, and the annuity, therefore, was given for 
a period which would never come into existence. 

There is something very unsatisfactory in these cases where an 
intention has to be extracted from words used by a man who contem- 
plated far other contingencies than those which have happened, 
and never dreamed of the actual complication which has arisen. 
It seems to us arguable that the law ought, in all cases, to 
make divorce a revocation of the will so far as it concerns the 
divorced person. But if the will is not revoked it must be pre- 
sumed that the testator deliberately continued its provisions after 
the change of circumstances, and, therefore, that his intentions 
continued the same as before so far as they are capable of being 
given effect to under the altered circumstances. The result, so far 
as the bequest of the legacy of £200 is concerned, is that the words 
“my wife” have become mere falsa demonstratio. The bequest is to 
be treated as one to a particular person, not to a person answering 
a particular description at the time. Nothing has happened to 
prevent the carrying out of the testator’s intention in this case. The 
principle upon which the decision goes with regard to the annuity 
seems to be that the state of circumstances which the 
testator contemplated and expressed as that under which the 
annuity should arise have never come into effect. This result 
seems to be not unreasonable under the circumstances that arose in 
the case we are discussing, but we could imagine cases in which the 
same principle might be applied, but its application would be very 
unjust, and would defeat the intention of the testator. Suppose a 
will in similar terms in the case of a marriage void in law, but 
which de facto existed till the death of the testator. Marriages 
with a deceased wife’s sister are not uncommon, although, of course, 
illegal. Different views are taken as to the morality of such mar- 
riages, but anyone must be a fanatic indeed to think it just or 
desirable that in such a case a provision made for the de facto wife, 
similar to that made by the testator in the case above mentioned, 
should fail, because, never having been legally the testator’s wife, 
she could not be, in law, his widow. There may, too, be cases of 
marriages which are void, although there has been no conscious 
illegality on the part of those contracting them, as where a pre- 
vious husband or wife is supposed to be dead, but is not so in 
reality. We cannot help thinking that the application of the 
principle that no limitation expressed to be ‘‘ durante viduitete”’ 
can be applied where there has not been a legal marriage as a rigid 
technical rule in all such cases would be unsatisfactory. It seems 
to us that such cases are distinguishable. In the sane tackled there 
never was, 80 to speak, a de jure or de facto widowhood. The 
marriage was dissolved in the lifetime of both parties. The interval 
between the divorce and the death of the testator might be very 
great. It would be absurd in any sense to of E. C. as the 

testator’s widow. It hardly seems necessary, therefore, to base the 
decision on the technical ground that, not having been a wife de 
jure, she never could be his widow. The truth is, that the contin- 
gency contemplated by the testator never occurred. But it does 
not seem to follow from this that the bequest must be void where 
a state of circumstances occur which is exactly what the testator 
did contemplate, though he may have described it wrongly as 


anything to do with the testator’s intention. § 
e other case to which we alluded is Bullmore v. Wynter (81 
W. R. 396, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 619). There the testator 
property upon trust for his daughter for life, and after her death 
in trust for any husband with whom she might intermarry, if he 
should survive her, for his life. The daughter married, but was 
divorced from her husband on his petition, and he married again 
and survived her. It was held that he was entitled to the p 
for his life. Here, again, is a contingency which a testator is not 
likely to have contemplated. Fry, J., in giving judgment, himself 
suggested a great difficulty that might arise. Suppose the daugh. 
ter had married again after the divorce and the second husband 
survived her, which of the two would be entitled, the first or the 
second? The learned judge saw his way to disregarding this 
difficulty, but we own that it appears to us very formidable. We 
cannot help thinking that the object the testator must have really 
contemplated by the words ‘“‘after her death for any husband if 
he should survive her,” isa man who survived her, having been her 
husband at the time of her death. There are difficulties both ways, 
The husband in this case was the aggrieved party, but the same 
construction apparently would apply if the husband had been the 
erring party. It seems to follow from the decision that in the case 
put by Fry, J., the first husband must succeed. It seems 
strong to say that a husband divorced for adultery and cruelty 
would have a life interest in property to the exclusion of a second 
husband with whom the wife was living in happiness at the day of 
her death. On the other hand, when the husband is blameless, it 
may be contended that hardship might arise from a decision con- 
trary to that pronounced. A man may say, “‘ I married in expectation 
of the life interest created by the will, and that it would be available 
in the event of there being children of the marriage for the susten- 
tation of the family. I have done nothing to forfeit any reasonable 
expectation to that effect.” It is true there generally would, in 
such cases, be a limitation in favour of the woman’s children, but 
the second husband’s life interest would be interposed. 





— 


THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION ON 
DESIGNS AND TRADE-MARKS. 
I. 


Tue subject of copyright in registered designs does not appear to 
excite so much interest as that of patents for inventions, if we are to 
judge from the fact that the Government Patents Bill alone refers to 
this subject (except only that the Society of Arts’ Patents Bill con- 
tains a provision intrusting the control of the registration of designs 
to the Commissioners of Patents the society proposes to appoint), and 
it is hardly to be wondered at that this should be so, seeing how limited 
in their scope and importance are registered designs when compared 
with patented inventions; yet how real a gain would be effected by 
the proposed codification of the law on this subject is at once per- 
ceived when it is stated that the existing law has to be collected 
from no less than six different statutes, dated between 1842 and 
1875, and containing sixty-six sections in all, and that, too, without 
counting the Acts relating to industrial and international exhibi- 
tions, whereas the provisions of the present Bill specially relating 
to this subject are contained in fourteen clauses, occupying only four 
pages of the Bill, though, of course, a few of the general provisions 
of the Bill also bear upon the matter. 

The Designs Registry is to be placed, as might be expected, under 
the proposed comptroller-general, es to the superintendence of 
the Board of Trade (clause 75), and the objections which have 
already been expressed to this course being adopted with respect to 
patents receive additional support in this case from the fact that to 
take away this office from the Commissioners of Patents and hand 
it over to the Board of Trade would be a direct reversal of the 
policy of Parliament in 1875, as contained in the Designs Act of 
that year. Why the Board of Trade should be ‘supposed to have 
any hat aptitude for dealing with these matters is a complete 
mystery, 

The part of the Bill which ially relates to designs begins 
with clause 44, providing for the maalete dion of any new or original 
design not previously published in the United on appli. 








— 
amounting to a legal status which it did not amount to, and 4 
there is nothing to show that the existence of such legal status tad 
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‘gation by or on behalf of the proprietor. It does not appear to 


have been considered necessary to repeat the provisions of the 
Designs Act of 1861; extending protection to registered designs 
whether applied to the manufactured articles in or out of the 
United Kingdom, and including foreign subjects within the opera- 
tion of the Act, and, in the absence of words to the contrary, it 
certainly appears that the ny Te of the provisions of the Bill 
would not be limited. The Bill also does not propose to re-enact 
the explanation of the word “proprietor” contained in section 5 
of the Act of 1842. This explanation is rendered unnecessary by 
the fact that the applicant is made to claim to be the proprietor of 
the design by the form in the schedule to the Act, which must be 
used, and also that by clause 51 assignments and transmissions are 
to be entered in the register. But there is an important change 
introduced by this clause 44, which is, that no distinction is made 
between ornamental and useful designs, as has been the case since 
1848. The Act of 1842, with which the list of existing Designs 
Acts opens, relates exclusively to ornamental designs, but the Act 
of the following year made the registration system applicable to 
useful designs, so far as such designs should be for the ‘‘ shape or 
configuration’ of the article. As stated in the memorandum pre- 
fixed to the Bill, ‘it is often difficult to determine to which class 
a design belongs, while a so-called useful design might frequently 
be the on, of a patent were it not for the cost.”” The enormous 
difference between the fees payable on a grant of letters patent and 
those payable on registration of a design is quite sufficient to account 
for patentable inventions being sometimes registered as designs, but 
this does not constitute any reason why an inventor should be given 
alternative modes of protection. What it does show, if it shows 
anything of which use can be made, is that the cost of patents 
should be reduced. This it is now proposed to do, and since the 
term of protection secured by the first fee on a patent and that 
proposed to be secured by the registration of a design are to be 
identical, there is no reason why patentable designs should be 
admitted to registration at all. The suggestion in the memoran- 
dum that useful designs embracing a mechanical action could be 
treated as subject-matter for a patent is good as far as it goes, but 
it hardly goes far enough. What may be protected by a patent 
ought not to be allowed to be protected as a design, just as in the 
United States registration as labels is frequently refused to devices 
which are capable of being treated as trade-marks. 

The same 44th clause lays down certain principles as to making 
applications for registration of designs, leaving the details to be 
supplemented by rules. The registrar is allowed to refuse regis- 
tration, subject to an appeal to the Board of Trade. The provisions 
of clause 92 are made to apply to designs, so that a person who has 
obtained protection for a design in a foreign State, with which the 
Government has made arrangements for mutual protection of 
designs, will be entitled to registration of his design in priority to 
other applicants, if his application in this country is made within 
four months of his obtaining protection abroad. A concession is 
made to inventors (clause 45) by their not being required to deposit 
actual specimens of the design on application, but being allowed to 
furnish drawings, &c., sufficient to enable the comptroller to identify 
the design. Certificates of registration are (clause 46) to be granted 
to registered proprietors, and provision is also made by the same 
clause for granting copies of such certificates. 

Several of the provisions contained in the fifth or general part of 
the Bill, —— with respect to the registers to be kept, will 
operate with regard to the register of designs. Thus, under clause 
79, a person who becomes entitled to a registered design by assign- 
ment, transmission, or other operation of law, will be entitled to 
have his name entered on the register; the powers of the court, 
under clause 82, to rectify a register by inserting entries wrongly 
omitted, or expunging or varying entries wrongfully made, will 
also apply ; so will the authority given to the comptroller to correct 

ical errors in — for registration or in the entry; so 
will the penalties for making false entries in a register (clause 84) ; 
80 will the authority given by clause 87 to send applications by a 
prepaid letter through the post. It does not appear to be thought 
n to re-enact the penalties imposed by section 19 of the 
Act of 1842 upon a regi demanding or receiving gratuities. 

Another alteration of some consequence is the entire omission of 
any provision for provisional registration and protection, which 
forms the main subject of the Act of 1850, by which designs were 
assimilated to patents in this respect, that they were allowed a pro- 





bationary period before full protection must be claimed. The 
difference between a bond fide design and a patentable invention 
seems to be so wide that the reasons for giving provisional protec- 
tion in the case of a patent do not apply to the case of a design. 
An invention may often require sea « out in details, or searches 
to be made for anticipations or what not, and yet it may become 
absolutely necessary for protection to be obtained, in consequence 
of the proceedings of others; as to designs, there can hardly be 
anything at all to protect until the design is complete, and there 
appears to be no substantial objection to abolishing provisional 
registration as suggested by the Bill. 

The term for which a registered design is protected is, of course, 
a very important part of the law on the subject, and in this 
respect it is proposed, by clause 47, to make an entire change in the 
law on the subject of designs. At present, all sorts of different 
periods of protection are given to ornamental designs which have 
been admitted to registration. The scale is substantially that laid 
down by the Act of 1842, though in some respects it has been 
modified by subsequent legislation. The duration of the protec- 
tion allowed varies from nine calendar months—in the case of 
designs included in classes 7 and 9 of the thirteen classes into 
which designs are divided according to the nature of the articles 
to which they are to be applied, the designs included in classes 7 
and 9 being such as are intended to be produced on shawls, or on 
yarn, thread, or warp—to five years in the case of designs included 
in the first class—i.e., designs intended to be applied to articles 
composed wholly or chiefly of metals or mixed metals. Between 
these periods there are other periods fixed of twelve calendar 
months and three years respectively, the bulk of the designs being 
included in the three-year period. For all useful designs, the 
period is, by the Act of 1843, three years, so that this period is 
the rule, the shorter or longer ones the exceptions. Then the 
period granted in the case of ornamental designs may, by section 9 
of the Act of 1850, be extended for a further period of three 
years, but this does not apply to useful designs. All this com- 
plicated system is now to be abolished, and one uniform period of 
protection of four years is to be established for all designs of what- 
ever description registered under the Bill. The principal opposi- 
tion to the proposal seems likely to proceed from the persons 
engaged in the trades in which, at present, only a nine months’ 
protection is allowed, and who will, therefore, be prevented from 
using registered designs for more than five times as long as at 
present. However, whether such opposition is or is not offered, 
the proposal seems to be a sound one. It would be a curious 
thing if, in the law of patents, a distinction were made between 
inventions in different classes of cases, and a patent were granted for 
fourteen years, say, in the case of a mechanical invention, but 
only for five in the case of a chemical discovery. What is a more 
serious objection to the clause is that it contains no power to 
extend the term, and the idea seems to have been by fixing four 
years as the universal period to strike a sort of average between 
the various former periods as unextended, and the same periods 
with the possibility of extension for three years actually realized. 
Of course, a bird in the hand is sometimes worth two in the bush, 
but there may be some cases in which three years certain, with a 
possibility of extension for three more, would be preferred to four 

ears certain, without extension. It may be that in this respect 
it would be advisable to make some alteration in the Bill by 
providing for extension. : 

The provisions of clause 45, permitting registration to be 
granted on deposit of imexact, though, in the opinion of the 
comptroller, sufficient, drawings of the design, is supplemented by 
the latter part of clause 47, by which the protection conferred by 
registration is to be taken away in case exact representations or 
specimens of the design are not furnished to the comptroller 
before delivery or sale of any article to which the registered design 
has been applied. The principal observation which occurs with 
respect to this provision is, that it must necessarily prove very 
difficult to ascertain whether articles bearing the design have or 
have not been sold before the deposit of exact representations. 
But this is rather a matter for the Patent Office authorities, and, if 
they consider that the proposal is practicable, it is unnecessary for 
anyone else to object. 

Another condition which must be complied with if the protec- 
tion conferred by registration is to continue is contained in the 48th 
clause, which is in substance a repetition of the provisions of section 
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4 of the Act of 1842, section 3 of the Act of 1843, section 3 of the 
Act of 1850, and section 4 of the Act of 1858. The 6 of all 
these enactments was to insure that no one should be led unwit- 
tingly to invade a copyright by reason of the copyrighted design 
being used by its proprietor without anything to show that it was 
protected. 4 order to avoid this possibility the Act of 1842 re- 
quired the proprietor of an ornamental design to use with the design 
the letters ‘‘Rd.,”” with a number and letter referring to the entry 
of the design in the register. The Act of 1843 required the full 
word ‘ Registered,” with the date of registration, to be used on 
useful designs. The Act of 1850 required the words “‘ Provisionally 
registered’ and the date of registration to be used on public exhi- 
bition of designs of either class which were provisionally registered ; 
and the Act of 1858 provided for the use of the full word ‘“ Regis- 
tered”? on goods in the 10th class (#.e., woven fabrics, with some 
exceptions), with the years for which the protection was to last. 
Now all these enactments will be repealed, and instead of them it 
is proposed to enact that copyright is to cease unless each article to 
which the design is applied is marked with ‘the prescribed mark,” 
so that the principle is maintained as before, while the exact mark 
which is to be used is reserved for the rules to be made by the 
patent authorities. It would, perhaps, be more satisfactory if the 
numerous precedents were followed and the mark were to be 
specified in the Act. However, this is not of much consequence, if 
the principle of requiring some mark of registration to be employed 
is laid down by the Act, as it should be. 

Inspection of registered designs in which the copyright is still 
running is restricted, as in the Acts of 1842 and 1843, by clause 
49, to the proprietor and other authorized persons, in the presence 
of an official, and the person inspecting is still prohibited from tak- 
ing a copy of the design, while in the case of designs in which the 
copyright has ceased these restrictions are removed. The difficulty 
in the way of allowing the proprietor to take a copy of his own 
design is probably the difficulty of absolutely identifying the person 
representing himself to be the proprietor, but the production of his 
certificate of registration should entitle him to take a copy if he 
pleases. 

As at present, under the Act of 1842, the comptroller is to givea 
certificate (clause 50) to anyone identifying a particular design, and 
requiring a certificate whether the design is or is not protected, and, if 
so, in respect of what article, and from what date, and what are the 
name and address of the proprietor. Thisprovision is, nodoubt, of use, 
as enabling a person desiring to use a design which is represented 
to be registered to ascertain whether that representation is, in fact, 
correct ; but much of its usefulness will be gone unless the penalties 
imposed by the existing Acts on a wrongful pretence of registra- 
tion, and which it does not appear to be intended to re-enact, are 
repeated in the new Act. More will be said about this below. 

The register of designs to be established under the Act when 
passed, and of which, by clause 102, the existing register is to be 
deemed to form part, is provided for by clause 51. The next 
clause, which refers to fees, does not propose to specify the fees 
which are to be chargeable, as in the case of patents, but to follow 
the course hitherto followed, and still proposed to be followed, 
with respect to trade-marks—viz., of leaving the fees to be pre- 
scribed by the authority having jurisdiction, with the sanction of 
the Treasury. The smallness of the fees, as compared with those 
chargeable in respect of patents, and the desirability of keeping 
them open to modifications when advisable, form a sufficient justi- 
fication for the difference. The claims of Manchester in respect of 
the cotton trade are recognized by clause 54, which provides for 
the establishment in that city of an office for the deposit of repre- 
sentations of designs registered for cotton prints. This follows the 
practice already adopted with respect to trade-marks, which, when 
relating to cotton goods, are now deposited at Manchester, though 
under no statutory provision, but under the rules framed by the 
Lord Chancellor ; and, singularly enough, it does not appear to be 
intended to make any reference in the Act now to be passed for 
regulating the Manchester office in its relation to trade-marks, 
though that is to be done as to designs, 

The 58rd clause is intended to take the place of the repealed In- 
dustrial and International Exhibitions Acts, 1865 and 1870, with 
respect to designs, in the same way as clause 36 does with respect 
to patents, affording the proprietor of a new, unregistered design 
an irae’ Bi exhibiting such design at an industrial or inter- 
national m, without his claim to registration being lost, 





but this is made subject to notice being first given to the 
troller, and also to the application for registration being m 
within six months after the opening of the exhibition. ; 
conditions are not to be found in the Acts now to be repealed, bat 
the Act of 1865 does contemplate that the industrial i 
tions to which it relates shall be open only for a ae of six months, 
This clause will also replace section 3 of the Designs Act, 1850, 
under which a provisionally protected design is not deprived of its 
registration by sth exhibited in a place of grea exhibition, or 
in any other place, public or private, to which people are admitted 
to see but not to buy. And here it may be noticed that the te. 
quirement of a certificate from the Board of Trade as to the 
character of the place where the design is to be exhibited, which is 
required by the Acts of 1850 and 1865, but which is not n 

under the Act of 1870, when the International Exhibition is 
under the direction of the Commissioners of 1851, is now made g 
sine qué non by clause 53, and also that the publication, without 
the privity or consent of the proprietor of the design, during such 
an exhibition is not to defeat the proprietor’s claim. 

Clauses 55 and 56 relate to legal proceedings, and re-enact 
generally, but in much more concise and satisfactory lan ‘ 
the provisions of sections 7, 8, and 9 of the Act of 1842 as to rm. 
covering penalties for the unlicensed user of a registered design for 
ornamental purposes, which were made applicable by section 6 of 
the Act of 1843 to useful designs registered under that Act, and 
by the Act of 1850 to all designs provisionally registered (section 
2 and to registered works of sculpture, models, &c. (section 7). 
The provisions of these clauses are, shortly, to prohibit the applica. 
tion to goods of any registered design, or an obvious (why not have 
said ‘‘ colourable’”’ ?) imitation of it without licence, to prohibit 
the publishing or exposing for sale of any goods bearing such forged 
design after written notice from the proprietor, to provide a 
penalty of not exceeding £30 for such offences, and to reserve 
the right of a proprietor, notwithstanding the bg Hira as toa 
penalty, to bring an action for the recovery of damages by such 
forgery or exposure or sale. The same limit of £30 as before is 
thus maintained, but there is no longer any mention made of £5 as 
the lowest penalty to be imposed. 
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THE REMUNERATION ORDER AND CORN: 
ISH CONVEYANCING CUSTOMS. 


i 
Few of our readers outside the county of Cornwall are probably aware 
of a curious conveyancing custom which has hitherto existed there, by i 
which a conveyance is prepared by the vendor's solicitors at the expense t 
of the purchaser. Such has, however, been the universal custom in that 
county in sales of property by private contract ; and in sales by public 
auction a condition has always been inserted making such a custom 
obligatory on the purchaser. We believe that some years ago, in Devon- 
shire and other parts of the West of England, a similar condition was ; 
inserted at auction sales, but it has for many years been abandoned, 
Nowhere, so far as we are aware, except in Cornwall, has the custom 
extended to sales by private contract. 
A feeling has for a long time existed among some of the leading firms 
of solicitors in the county that the custom was, to say the least of it, in- 
convenient, and that it was exceedingly doubtful whether the court 
would uphold such a custom if it were resisted by a purchaser, and au 
attempt was made several years ago to abolish it, but without success. | 
The Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and the Order made there- 
under, introduced such important alterations in the law relating to solici- 
tors’ charges in conveyancing that it was deemed desirable to con- 
vene a meeting of the solicitors of Cornwall to consider the Act and ' 
Order, and especially its effect upon this custom, and upon the custom 
which has also hitherto been usual in Cornwall cf stipulating, on sales 
of property by auction, that the purchaser shall pay a fee to the vendor's 
solicitor for the contract, and a commission to the auctioneers, both of 
which were generally calculated at a percentage rate upon the purchase- 
money. & 
A circular was accordingly issued by Messrs. Coode, Shilson, & Co., of 
St. Austell, addreesed to the members of the profession practising in the 
county, asking them if they approved of such a meeting, and would be 
willing to attend it, In every instance the replies were in favour of the 
proposed meeting, and it was accordingly held at tho Town Hall, St. 
Austell, on Monday, April 9. The clerk of the peace for the county of 
Cornwall (Mr. H. 8, Stokes) took the chair, and there wore also preset 
Carlyon, Hearle Cock, John Coode, William Qoode, Ohileott, Oartwright, 
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Caunter, A. K. Oarlyon, Childs, G. B. Collins, T. Collins, 
Dobell, Edyvean, Floyd, Fox, T. Gill, of London, Geach, Higman, Hill, 
Hellard, of Devonport, Marrack, Nankivell, Paige, Pease, Pearse, R. N. 
Rogers, Rowe, Shilson, White, jun., Whitefield, and Whitford. — . 
Letters were read from the following gentlemen expressing their 
val of the objects of the meeting and their regret at their inability 
to attend :—Messrs. O. H. Benett, of Devonport, E. Bullmore, J. B. 
Collins, Daniell, J. H. Ferris, G. A. Jenkins, J. G. Plomer, Rooker 
Matthews and Harrison, of Plymouth, W. J. Terrill, J. W. Tyacke, 
Cornish, Powell, Genn and Nalder, and Henry Rogers. 

After an introductory speech by the chairman, and after Mr. Shilson 
had, at his request, stated why the meeting was called together, and had 
ead the letters received in answer to inquiries by his firm from solicitors 

tising in different parts of the county as to. the practice prevailing 
there, it was proposed and seconded, and after some discussion unani- 


mously carried, 


“That this meeting, whilst considering that there should be some 
modification of rule 11 of the Order made under this Act, regards the scale 
of remuneration fixed by that Order as generally satisfactory, and invites 
the members of the profession throughout the county to adopt such scale 
wherever its adoption may be practicable.’’ 


Resolution 2, which ran as follows, was also unanimously carried :— 


“That the Cornish custom under which a conveyance is prepared by 
the vendor’s solicitor at the expense of the purchaser, and the practice of 
insorting in conditions of sale a clause making such custom obligatory on 
a purchaser are objectionable, and under the provisions of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act and the Order thereunder have become untenable. 
That the members of the profession in the county be invited to enter 
into a mutual engagement to discontinue such custom and practice 
themselves, and to resist them whenever they may be adopted by 
others.’’ 


After some discussion as to the mode of employment and terms of 
remuneration of auctioneers, the following resolutions were proposed :— 


(3) That having regard to rule 11 of the Order, and to enable solici- 
tors to take advantage of the scale for conducting a sale by auction and of 
the negotiation fee, this meeting is of opinion that in sales of property 
(except small sales under £500) auctioneers and agents should be paid by 
the solicitor to the vendor and not by the client, and that with a View to an 
uniformity of practice in this Fen yee a scale of fees for the remuneration 
of auctioneers be drawn up and recommended to the profession in the 
county for general adoption.” 

(4) That the practice of requiring a purchaser upon a sale of property 
to pay a contract fee to the vendor’s solicitor is objectionable and opposed 
to the practice generally prevailing in other parts of the country and 
should be discontinued. t the members of the profession in the 
county be invited individually to signify their assent to this resolution.”’ 

(5) That the | aigeees of requiring a purchaser upon a sale by auction 
to pay a fee to the auctioneer is without sufficient reason to justify its 
retention, and being contrary to the practice generally prevailing im other 
counties it should be discontinued. That the members of the profession 
omg] county be invited individually to signify their assent to this resolu- 

ion. 


An amendment to resolution No, 4 was proposed and seconded, ‘‘ That 
the present system of charging a contract fee to the purchaser by the 
vendor’s solicitor be continued,’’ but, in the end, the consideration of 
tesolutions Nos. 3, 4, and 5 was adjourned. 

The following resolutions were also unanimously carried :— 


aay That it is desirable to form a law society for the county of Corn- 


mn (7) That two gentlemen from Truro and one from each of the other 
— mentioned Solow pct ag to —_ a eg on ittee to take — steps 
as they may think fit for into effect the foregoing resolutions :— 
Bodmin, St. Columb, Falmouth, Helston, Launceston, Liskeard, Penryn, 
Penzance, Redruth, Stratton, and St, Austell.” 


Votes of thanks to tie chairman for presiding, and to Messrs, Coode, 
Shilson, & Oo., for having summoned the meeting, terminated the 


proceedings. 








On the 20th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. H. Fowler asked the 
Attorney-General whether he was aware of the large number of causes 
waiting for trial in the Chan Division of the High Court and in the 
Court of A ; and whether the Government — to take ——- 
to remedy the delay and increased cost occasioned to the suitors by the 

nt administration of the Judicature Act. The Attorney-General said 

t the number of cases waiting for hearing in the Chancery Division of 

all descriptions, including adjourned summonses, was 848; in the Court 

of Ap 270. The House was aware that a committee of ju was 

framing rules to prevent the delay which now existed. The 

Government could not, of course, in any manner deal with questions over 
Which the judges had jurisdiction, 
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INTERROGATORIES AND DISCOVERY. 
Tue Law retatmc To Inrerrocatortes, Propverion, InsPgorron oF 
Documents AnD Discovery. By Watrer S. Srcuen and Wimax 
Cuance, Barristers-at-Law. London: Stevens & Sons. 


‘* Since the Judicature Acts the subject’ of this book, we are told in 
the preface, ‘‘ never comprehensively treated, has remained untonched.” 
We doubt whether this statement is quite correct, inasmuch as a second 
edition of Mr. Hare’s well-known work was, if we mistake not, published 
so recently as 1877 ; but many cases of great importance, such as Kade 
v. Jacobs (26 W. R. 159, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 335), and Southwark and 
Vauxhall Waterworks Company v. Quick (26 W. R. 328, L. R. 3 Q. B. 
D, 315), have been reported since that date, and it will be of much use 
to practitioners to be able to find, as we doin the book before us, an 
intelligent account of the whole set of decisions. 

The book (after a concise introductory sketch) is divided into 
headed ‘‘ Time,” “ Parties,” ‘“‘Subject Matter,’ “ Practice,” “ Ai 
and Costs,” ‘* Action for Discovery,” and “ Inspection of Public Docu- 
ments.” An appendix follows of numerous forms (including “Statutory 
forms in the county courts”), Acts, Rules, and Orders, and a sufficient 
index concludes the work. We find many traces of care and thought, 
and in particular we observe that the important case of Lyell v. Kennedy 
—decided so recently as March 20—is critically treated in a separate 
note, and not merely inserted as an addendum. We rather miss some 
clear statement of the exact effect of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
upon the law of discovery, and we think we have a little teo much of 
the old practice, but, on the whole, the work is a very croditable one, 





AUCTIONS. 

A Pracricat TREATISE ON THE Law oF AvcTIONs; wiTH Forms, Ruts ror 
Vatuine Property, Userut Tastes, AND Directions To AUCTIONEERS, 
By Josrrx Bateman, Barrister-at-Law. Srxra Eprrion. By Otrver 
Samira and Parricx F. Evans, Barristers-at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son, 


The present editors, who have succeeded Mr. Rolla Rouse, state in 
their preface that they have almost entirely re-cast and re-written the 
book. .It has certainly been greatly improved in their hands. We can 
testify to the conscientious care with which the cases have been collected, 
for we have tested the book on many points and have not found any 
serious omissions. The effect of the cases is stated with accuracy, 
although occasionally a fuller reference to the facts might have been 
desirable. For instance, in the statement at p. 55, of Tamplin v. James 
(L. R. 15 Ch. D. 215), ig would have been desirable to point out that 
Baggallay, L.J. (who tried the case for Malins, V.C.), came to the con- 
clusion, after examining the facts as to what took place at the sale, that 
nothing had been said or done by the vendor’s agents which would lead 
the purchaser to misconstrue the particulars (L. R. 15 Ch. D., at p, 219) 
or to divert his attention from the plan. We think that as now edited 
the book will be found a very useful manual of the subject. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will you allow me to point out that your remarks upon my letter 
of last week do not go to the root of my criticism on section 34? It may 
be that, in the case which I put, the want of a proper conveyance to the 
retiring trustee would of itself have prevented an effectual vesting 
declaration being made; but, supposing that the eonveyance had been 
made, but the retiring trustee refused to concur, would a declaration 
have been effectual ? 

The question which you discuss is undoubtedly of great importance, 
and I donot venture to pronounce a decided u it. For the 
present, it seems to me that the onus of proof lies on who aseer$ 
that the “intention” of the section is not in its terms, You 
point to the words “‘ subject to the trust.” But suppose A., one of 
trustees, to retire, and B., who is appointed in his place, to 
insane before any conveyance of the trust property is made to 
the cortinuing trustee, is not the property atill “ subject to the 
A.’s hands, and, for the matter of that, in the hands of A.’s 
taking with notice of the trust? And, if so, may not the person 
ing a new trustee to succeed B, vest the property in the new 
trustee by a declaration under section 34? And yet here are 
three missing links to be “ forged at one blow.” a, 

Lincoln’s-inn, April 24. 
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To Cornrasponpants —T, S,, jun.—Many thanks for suggestion. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


CompostTioN—ReEGIsTRATION OF ResoLuTIons—Bona FIDES—ONUS OF 
Proor—Banxruptcy Acr, 1869, s. 126—Banxruprcy Rvuuzs, 1870, R. 
295.—In a case of Ex parte Stubley, before the Court of Appeal on the 
19th inst., a question arose as to the registration of composition resolu- 
tions. Stubley, a licensed victualler, filed 'a liquidation petition in the 
Leeds County Court on the 25th of November, 1882. His statement of 
affairs, produced at the first meeting of his creditors on the 29th of 
January, 1883, showed that his unsecured debits amounted to 
£2,053 14s. 7d., of which £33 11s. 1d. were preferential claims which 
would have to be paid in full. He had also some secured debts, and the 
value of the securities was estimated as just equal to the amount of those 
debts. He estimated his assets, including his stock-in-trade and his furni- 
ture at his public-house and in his private residence, as worth £189 13s., 
which, after deducting the preferential debts, left £156 1s. 11d. for the 
general creditors. The creditors at their first meeting resolved, by the 
proper statutory majority, to accept a composition of 1s. 3d. in the pound, 
which was to be paid in cash within twenty-one days after the registration 
of the resolutions, and to be secured to the satisfaction of an accountant, 
who was appointed trustee in the matter. These resolutions were duly 
confirmed at the second meeting on the 8th of February. Only one 
creditor, who claimed a debt of about £400, dissented from the resolutions 
and opposed their registration. The registrar decided to register them, 
and his decision was affirmed by the judge of the county court. The 
Chief Judge was of opinion that the resolutions were passed merely to 
whitewash the debtor, and he discharged the order for registration. There 
was evidence that the debtor had purchased the public-house in February, 
1882, and that he then paid for it, including the goodwill, stock-in-trade, 
and furniture, about £500, and it was urged that he had not accounted for 
the difference between the value of his assets when he filed his 
— and the price he had given for the property in February. 

AGGALLAY, L.J., thought that the principles applicable to cases of this 
kind had been very clearly ascertained, and the only question now was as 
to the ++ somes of those principles. The duty of the registrar when he 
was asked to register resolutions was purely ministerial ; he had only to 
see whether the provisions of the Act had been complied with; if they 
had, he was bound to register. His lordship could not see anything to 
impeach the debtor’s statement of his debts, but it was alleged that the 
assets were undervalued. But one could well understand that the stock- 
in-trade might be reduced by an impecunious man and might not be re- 
placed. He could not help thinking that the assets might possibly 
realize more in a liquidation by arrangement or a bankruptcy. But at 
what cost would that result be obtained? There would be all the loss 
which would follow from proceedings in bankruptcy. He could not think 
that the discharge of the order for registration of the composition resolu- 
tions would give the creditors any equivalent for the loss and delay of 
liquidation or bankruptcy. He thought the order of the registrar was 
right, and that the order of the Chief Judge must be discharged. But no 
costs ought to be given on either side. Linpiey, L.J., agreed. He 
believed the assets were worth more than the debtor’s estimate, but he did 
not think the creditors would gain anything by a liquidation or a bank- 
ruptcy. He did not see that the evidence proved that the resolutions 
must have been passed in the interest of the debtor and not of the creditors. 
Fry, L.J., said that if he were called on judicially to approve such a compo- 
sition he should certainly hesitate, for he found facts ing on both 
sides of the case. He had t suspicions as to the value of 
the assets, and he found that relations existed between the 
debtor and some of the creditors which raised suspicions whether 
they might not have been acting from friendship and favour to 
the debtor. On the other hand, he found that the security of a solvent 
man was given for the payment of a composition which, according to the 
value of the assets as stated, was probably much more than the creditors 
would obtain in a bankruptcy, and he could not forget the familiar pro- 
verb that a bird in the hand is worth two in the bush. It was very 
possible that the majority, acting bond fide in the interest of themselves 
and other creditors, might prefer the security of a solvent man for the 
1s. 3d. to be paid in three weeks to the chance of getting more in a bank- 
ruptcy after considerable delay. There were circumstances of suspicion 
which, if his lordship were asked judicially to approve the resolutions, 
would make him pause before he did so. But he thought that the burden 
of proof was on those who asserted that the resolutions had not been 
passed bond Side. In the first place, there was the general presumption of 
good faith, which, he supposed, applied to creditors voting on a proposed 
composition equally with other persons who were acting in a quasi-judicial 
capacity. In the next place, the Bankruptcy Act gave the majority of 
the creditors, on complying with its provisions, an absolute right to bind 
the minority to accept a composition. In the last place, it must be borne 
in mind that, if the court should set aside the resolutions, it would 
deprive the creditors who desired to have a security of that security which 
they wished to have. Before, therefore, the court set aside such resolu- 
tions, it must be satisfied affirmatively that they could not have been 
passed bond fide. His lordship thought that this view was in accordance 
with what was said by Lord Selborne, C., and Brett and Cotton, L.JJ., in 
Ez parte Williams (L, R. 18 Ch. D. 495). In that case Lord Selborne said, 
“The principle enunciated by the late Lord Justice James in Ex parte 
Terrell (25 W. R. 153, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 296), a principle which he stated 
as his etation of decisions which he considered binding on the 
court, was this, ‘that the resolutions must be passed bond fide in the 
interest of the creditors, and must not be mere sham resolutions.’’’ Lord 


“‘ Sitting as a judge of fact, I am clearly of opinion that these 
could not have been in the interest of the creditors, but must 

been with the view of favo the debtor. . They cannot, there. 
fore, 
to register them.” And Brett, L.J., said, 






e undisputed facts of 


resolutions were passed ‘ of the debtor,’ and not fc 
the benefit of creditors, and, that being so, the authorities which 
been cited show that, when the ri se is satisfied that such is th 
he is justified in refusing, and is bound to refuse to register 
tions.” And Cotton, L.J., added, “The Act gives the majority of 
creditors very powers to bind the minority, and, in my on, 
ought to be strictly watched in the exercise of those powers. en in 
absence of fraud, and even if there is no opposition to the 

if it appears that what the majority have done has been done, not in the 
interest of the arena ag Sat anne te opie ae hn the fae com ; in 
opinion the regi is bound to re register the resolutions. 
thom learned a sae therefore, cosmo the burden of proof a 
on those who said that the resolutions ought not to be registered. 
burden had not been discharged in the present case.—Soxicirors, Church, 
Prior, Bigg, § Adams; Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin. 
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Bankruptcy Perrrion — ApsourNMENT OF Hzarmye — JupcMENnT Dezpr 
| —PrnpInG APPEAL FROM JUDGMENT—BanxRvuptcy Act, 1869, ss. 8, 9.— 
In a case of Ex parte Phippen, before the Court of Appeal on the 12th 
inst., the question arose whether the hearing of a bankruptcy 

ought to be adjourned and the making of an adjudication suspended 
because an appeal to the House of Lords was pending from a judgment of 
the Court of Appeal for the debt on which that petition was founded. Th 
October, 1879, the petitioning creditor brought an action against the 
debtor, and the debtor delivered a counter-claim. The result of the j 
ment at the trial was thata balance of £3,151 was found to be due from 
plaintiff to the defendant. The plaintiff appealed, and his appeal was 
allowed, the result of the judgment of the Court of Appeal being that 
£1,711 was due from the defendant to the plaintiff. Final judgment for 
this sum was entered on the 3rd of April, 1882. On the 11th of May, 
1882, the defendant presented an appeal to the House of Lords. In July, 
1882, the plaintiff issued a debtor’s summons a 
the judgment debt. The defendant ps aye to the court to dismiss the 
summons, and the registrar made an order staying the proceedings on the 
summons, without security, pending the hearing of the ers The 
plaintiff appealed, and on the 23rd of November, 1882, the Court of 
Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and Cotton and Bowen, L.JJ.) ordered that the 
proceedings should be stayed only on the terms of the defendant giving 
security for the debt. The defendant did not give the security, and he 
committed an act of bankruptcy by not complying with the summons. 
The plaintiff presented a bankruptcy petition against him, founded on the 
judgment debt and on the act of bankruptcy committed by non-com- 
pliance with the debtor’s summons. The registrar declined to adjourn 
the hearing of the petition, and made an adjudication against the defend- 
ant, and this decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Bacay, 
Corton, and Fry, L.JJ.). Bacoattay, L.J., thought that, to relieve the 
debtor from the adjudication without security for the debt would practi- 
cally be to act in opposition to the decision of the Court of Appeal requir- 
ing security to be given as a condition of staying the p’ on the 
debtor's summons. But for that he should have thought the circum- 
stances were such as to justify a stay of the ae on the 
petition till the appeal to the House of Lords had been heard. He entirely 
with the decision in Ex parte Yeatman (29 W. R. 457, L. R. 16 Ch. 
D. 283), that a bankruptcy petition was properly adjourned because an 
appeal was pending from the judgment which established the debt on 
which it was founded; but in the present case there was the addi 
circumstance that the Court of Appeal thought that the proceedings ‘on 
the debtor’s summons ought not to be stayed without security. Corroy, 
L.J., adhered entirely to what he said in Ex parte Yeatman, that, ‘‘if the 
registrar’? (on the hearing of a petition for adjudication founded ona 
judgment debt) ‘‘is satisfied that a real appeal from the judgment is pend- 
ing, he ought to adjourn the hearing of the petition until after the appeal 
shall have sate disposed of.’ But that only meant that, asa general rule, 
the proceedings on a bankruptcy petition should be stayed when a bond fide 
appeal was pending as to the validity of the debt on which the petition 
was founded. It was not a rule without exception, and in the present 
case there were special circumstances. The Court of Appeal on the former 
occasion thought that, having regard to the probability of the debtor 

able to pay the debt, and the improbability of his success in his a) 

the proceedings on the summons should not be stayed without security. 
It gave the debtor an opportunity, of which he had not thought fit to 


avail himself, of staying the rans on the summons, also the 
subsequent proceedings in Reievebey y giving security to the to 
om the Court of ADP inea that h ina large 


whom the Court of Appeal had determined e was indebted 

amount. He stood, therefore, in a very different position from theap) t 

in Ex parte Yeatman. Of course, under section 9 of the Bankru: a be 
0 


court had a discretion as to rygincea the petition. But his 1 

that the could not properly have adjourned the 
what had been done by the Court of Appeal. It was tru ne 
whether the proceedings should be stayed was of a different 

in the case of a debtor’s summons and a petition, for the question on 
ition involved the status of the debtor. But still, having to the 
itigation which had taken place, his sree Sement that the previous 
di m of the Court of A) was really a decision that the proceed 





, after referring to the facts of the case then before him, added, 


ings in bankruptcy ought to be stayed without security. Fay, L.J., 
regarded the onder of the 23rd of November as substantially an adjudica- 


ind the dissentient minority, the registrar was right in refusing ' 
case aj to me to a the registrar in his conclusion that the — 
ne Ieoleky in the interest rt 
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tion upon the question now raised. An order for an unconditional stay of 


on the petition would be, in substance, a reversal of the 
as to the debtor’s summons.—Sourcirors, Simpson § Cullingford ; 
W. ¢ J. Flower § Nussey. ; 





Ricut or SuprorT—RatLway CiAvses ConsoLmarion Act, 1845 (8 & 9 
Vier. o. 20), ss. 77, 78, 79—SaLE or SuPERFLUOUS Lanps.—In the case of 
Pountney v. Clayton, in the Court of Appeal (No. 1) on the 2lst inst., the 
question was whether a purchaser of superfluous land compulsorily 
taken by a railway company has a right of support against the owner or 
Jessee of the min under the surface. In 1865 one Penson, the owner of 
certain land, demised to the defendant the minerals under it, but the deed 
contained no mention of a right of support, In 1867 the Wrexham, Mold, 
and Connah’s Quay Railway Company purchased the land, but not the 
minerals, under the compulsory clauses of the Railway Clauses Consolidation 

1845. In 1876 the railway, under the provisions of that Act, sold the 
uous land to Price and Jones. Price sold part of his land to 


as su 
the defendant, and he also priest the land of Jones, and sold this, 
together with the remainder of his own land, to the plaintiff. The defendant 


also sold his portion to the plaintiff, who was therefore, the owner of the 
whole of the sy Saray land originally sold by the railway. The plaintiff 
then built five houses, one of them being on the land which had been sold to 
the defendant. In ge | the mines the defendant caused a subsidence of 
the soil, in t of which the present action was brought. The case was 
tried before Williams, J., who directed the jury that a purchaser of land, in 
the circumstances of the case, had the same right of support as an ordinary 
r, and a verdict was given for the plaintiff. On the argument of a 
mule nist for a new trial, Denman, J., and Manisty, J., differed in opinion 
glee rt 31 W. R. 501), Denman, J., agreeing with the ruling of Williams, 
,, and Manisty, J., one on the authority of the Great Western Rail- 
way Company v. Bennett (15 W. R. 647, L. R. 2H. L, 27). It was admitted 
that in respect of the house on the land formerly in the possession of the 
defendant there was, by the ordinary law, a right of support. The court 
(Brett, M.R., and Bowen, LJ.) gave Parnes in accordance with the 
decision of Manisty, J. Bretr, M.R., said the meaning of the lease was that 
the minerals should be worked so as not to let down the surface. The rights 
of the company ee upon the construction of sections 77, 78, and 79 of 
the Act of 1845. By section 77, unless the mines have been expressly pur- 
chased, the opera have no title to any part of them. If that section 
stood alone he would have been inclined to agree with Lord Westbury in Zhe 
Great Western Railway v. Bennett, that there would not have mn an 
implied right of support. But in that case the House of Lords had come to 
the conclusion on the construction of those sections, that the statute meant 
toalter the ordinary law, and that where a company has elected to purchase 
the land alone, the ordinary implications of law are gone, and the mines may 
be worked, as hap the company, just as if they were in the hands of an 
owner both of the surface and of the mine. The only right the company had 
was by the conveyance under the Act and was to be interpreted by the Act. 
The plaintiff could have no greater right than the company, and, therefore, 
there was no interference of which he could complain. WEN, L.J., thought 
the words of section 77 could not affect the right of support except where a 
ea of the mines was reserved by way of support. That view seemed to 
supported by the language of Lord Selborne in Dizon v. Caledonian and 
Glasgow Railway Company (29 W. R. 249, L. R. 5 App. 820). In his 
opinion the case turned upon section 79. The answer to the plaintiff's claim 
was that he was not a lessor, and section 79 ng pr as between the mine 
owner and the railway company through whom he claimed.—Souicrrors, 
4. 8, Poyser, for H. A. Poyser, Wrexham ; Abbott, Jenkins, & Co., for Lewis 
4 Son, Wrexham. 





Income Tax—INTEREST PAID TO Ho“DERS oF DEBENTURE STock Rzs!- 
DENT ABROAD—DEDUCTION CLAIMED FROM AssESSMENT—5 & 6 VicT. c. 35, 
8.100, rR. 4.—In a case of The Alexandria Water Company (Limited) v. 
Musgrave {Surveyor of Taxes), an important question arose as to whether 
the company were entitled to deduct interest on debenture bonds payable in 
Egypt from the amount at which they were assessable to the income tax. At 
8meeting of the Income Tax Commissioners on January 19, 1881, for the 
purpose of hearing appeals, the Alexandria Water Company appealed against 
an assessment of £25,600 made in t of the profits of the company by 
the District Commissioners for the parish of St. Margaret’s, Westminster, on 
the ground that the compen claimed a deduction of £7,695 as interest on 
debenture bonds paid to olders of stock resident in Egypt. The Special Com- 

mers, however, decided that the company being an English company, 

Were liable to pay income tax on the whole profits of the concern, irrespective 
of the places in which such profits were distributed, and they therefore a ed 
the assessment. On appeal the Divisional Court (Grove and Norra, JJ.) 
upheld the decision of the Special Commissioners, and the plaintiff company 
The Court of Appeal (Brett, M.R., and Corron and Bowen, 

J.) dismissed the bag Brett, M.R., said, What did the company 

desire to be done ? y admitted that they were liable to be assessed, but 
1¢d a deduction from the sum at which they were assessed in respect of 
certain debenture stock. The only fund out of which the company poe pay 
Was out of the money they resdkved: tor water rates—i.¢. ,'a gain of the compan 
—but the interest on the debenture bonds was interest paid out of nm 
Money. It was true that if the debenture-holders were not paid they had 
the property of the company to fall back upon. The company contended 


_ that in estimating the amount of profits a deduction should be made for the 


anual interest ble on its gains. But section 100, rule 4, of 5&6 
Viet. c. 35 provi that no such deduction should be made. The conten- 
tion, therefore of the sotgsey was contradictory to the i ee 
oustruction of the rule, There was nothing in the statute which compelled 


the court to construe rule 4 otherwise than according to its i 
meaning. Section 102 did not apply and could not be read into section 100. 
As to section 159 it contained phe which could be read into section 100 
so as to restrict its meaning. The oo aggema case, therefore, resolved itself 
into one of hardship or possible hardship, but if there were any hardship it 
was one expressly imposed by statute. Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—Soxicitors, Radeliffe, Cator, ¢ Martineau; The Solicitor to the 
Treasury. 


LIMITED CoMPANY— WINDING UP—MISREPRESENTATIONS IN PROSPECTUS 
—PROCEEDINGS FOR RECTIFICATION OF REGIsTER—‘“‘ JusT AND EQUITABLE” 
—Companiges Act, 1862, ss. 35, 91.—In the case of In re Devon and 
Cornwall Electric, &c., Company, before Chitty, J., on the 28rd and 24th 
insts., a winding-up petition was presented by a shareholder on the Ist of 
November last. Shortly after that date nine actions against the company 
were instituted by shareholders for rescission of their contracts to take shares, 
on the ground of mis-statements in the prospectus issued by the company, 
and on the 21st of December a motion by one of the plaintiffs for rectification 
of the ry mpd by the removal therefrom of his name as a shareholder was 
successfully made, but the order was directed to be stayed until the hearing 
of the present petition. Amongst the allegations in the petition it was 
alleged that the company never had carried on and never could carry on 
business successfully, that the mis-statements in the p tus had caused 
_— to be taken by the shareholders, and that having regard to the 

act that, by reason of the claims made by shareholders for the return of their 
money, the assets of the pe (including any uncalled capital) were in- 
sufficient for its purposes, and under these circumstances that it was just and 

uitable for the company to be wound up. Since the dates of the presentation 
of the petition and the successful motion the actions against the company by 
its shareholders had increased to nearly forty, and the = opposed the 
petition on the ground that the statutory effect of the winding-up order 
would be to place them in the same position as the contributories who had 
brought the actions and who had not been deceived by the prospectus or were 
barred. by acquiescence, whereas if the petition were dismissed, these share- 
holders whose proceedings were successful would rank as creditors against the 
company for the value of their shares. The petition was unanimously sup- 
ported by all the shareholders other than those who had taken p i 
Cutty, J., said that the truth of the allegations in the petition had been 
made out by the petitioner. It had been proved that the existing assets of 
the company were wholly insufficient for the purposes of its business. It 
was, moreover, the wish of the large majority of the shareholders that the 
company should be wound up. The only opposition to an order proceeded 
from contributories whose object in opposing was not that the company should 
continue for the p of carrying on business, but that it should exist for 
the purpose of enabling them to obtain a return of their money by means of 
actions against the company. These persons contended that with regard 
to them it was neither just nor equitable that the company should be wound 
up, as an order would destroy their actions and make them contributories 
under the winding up. Such a position afforded no special ground of exemp- 
tion. To say that the company must go on in order that the shareholders 
should escape the statutory effects of a winding up was a wholly unterable 
proposition. Nothing could be more unfair than that the assets of the com- 
pany should be exhausted in paying off in order of succession the claims of 
these shareholders who had succeeded by actions in having their names re- 
moved from the register of shareholders. Although the mis-statements in 
the prospectus amounted in law toa fraud by the my eS yet, in fact, the 
company was not their author, the true author being the hand who drew the 
prospectus, It was, therefore, legitimate for the company to say that, so far 
as the company consisted of individual shareholders, it was innocent, and that 
the proper way of meeting the case of all parties was to obtain a winding-up 
order. His lordship was satisfied that the petition was not collusively pre- 
sented. He, therefore, made the usual compulsory order.—SoxiciTors, 
Ashurst, Morris, & Crispe ; Clarke, Woodcock, & Ryland ; Blewitt & Tyler ; 
Iliffe, Russell, Iliffe, & Cardall. 





Marrrep Women’s Property Acrs—Consrruction—INsURANCE FOR 
Benerirt or Wirz AND CHILDREN—Marrrep Women’s Propgrry Act, 
1870 (33 & 34 Vier. c. 93), s. 10—Manrrgp Women’s Propgrry Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vicr.c. 75), s. 11.—In the case of In re Adam’s Policy Trusts, 
before Chitty, J., on the 21st and 23rd insts., a petition was presented 
under the Married Women’s Pro Act, 1870, for the appointment of a 
trustee to receive the money due under a policy of life insurance effected 
by a married man in 1875, and expressed to be for the benefit of his wife 
Ann and the children of their marriage under the provisions of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1870. By section 10 of the Act of 1870 it is 
enacted ‘‘that such a policy s inure and be deemed a trust for the 
benefit of his (the insured’s) wife for her separate use and of his children 
according to the interest so expressed, and shall not, so long as any object 
of the trust remains, be subject to the control of the husband, or to his 
creditors, or form of his estate,’? and the Act further provides for 
the appointment of a trustee by the Court of Chancery when the sum 
Sen by the policy becomes payable, or at any time ously. The 
Married Women’s j Bnew: Act, 1882, repeals vely the Act of 
1870, but section 11 re-enacts, in almost identical terms, the 10th section 
of the latter Act with the omission of the words “ use.”’ It 


appeared in the case before the court that the wife of the insured had 
deceased her husband, that he had died insolvent lea eight 
e question arose 


and that the sum payable under the 7 £205. 
whether the wife took a life interest cnly in the fund with remainder to 
the children, or whether she and the children took the fund con: 





, currently, 
in which case her legal personal representatives might be entitled to her 
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share, and a declaration was asked as to the rights and interests of the 
children. The case of In re Mellor’s Trusts (26 W. R. 70, L. R. 6 Ch. D. 
127, 26 W. R. 309, L. R. 7Ch. D. 200) was referred to, where Malins, V.C., 
in a similar case authorized the division of the fund as under an intestacy, 
Currrr, J., said that the court was only authorized to appoint a trustee, 
and had no jurisdiction to make any declaration of rights. He would, 
however, assist the petitioners so far as he could by prefacing the order 
asked for with an opinion that it was not necessary that the personal re- 
presentatives of either the wife or of adeceased child should be served. with 
the petition or order. The effect of the policy and the Act of Parliament, 
when read together, was to constitute a declaration of a trust that was to 
be executed, and all the court had to do was to construe the language of 
the trust. There were two possible constructions. The meaning might 
be either that the wife was to take a life interest, with remainder to the 
children, or that the wife and children were to take concurrently. He 
was of opinion that the fairer construction was that the wife took a life 
interest. The Act of 1870 said that she was to take for her separate use. 
If the wife were to take an absolute interest there would be no meaning in 
the words ‘‘ separate use,’’ because she might sever her share and receive 
a lump sum, and thus render the words “‘ separate use ’’ inoperative. The 
Lagiatohens could not be said to have contemplated her re-marriage 
during the six months immediately succeeding the death of the husband 
insured, being the period until the end of which the policy moneys were 
usually not payable by the insurance office. What was contemplated was 
a continuing separate use extending over the wife’s whole life. By 
analogy also to cases of wills, where trusts having been created for a 
mother and her children, it had been held that the fact of the gift to the 
mother being to her separate use, militated against the participation of 
the children with the mother (Jeffery v. De Vitre, 24 Beav. 
296), so here the presence of the words ‘‘separate use’? marked 
out a gift to the wife as distinct from that to the children, and 
indicated an intention to create, not a joint tenancy or tenancy in com- 
mon, but a life interest with remainder over to the children. 
It was true that the Act of 1882 omitted those words, but the reason 
might be because that Act by its provisions rendered their use in connec- 
tion with the wife’s interest in the policy redundant. It was also to be 
observed that the distinction created by the use of the words, although, 
apparently, a mere refinement, was one of those circumstances which the 
court caught hold of with the view of effectuating a donor’s intention. 
There were, moreover, other slight circumstances in the terms of the 
licy which further supported the construction now upheld by the court. 
e decision in the case cited of Jn re Mellor’s Trusts could not be sup- 
ported as a judicial precedent, and, indeed, was not intended to be taken 
assuch. The learned Vice-Chancellor must have been well aware that 
distribution according to intestacy, being distribution according to the 
Statute of Distributions, could not have been imported into the case. 
All the Vice-Chancellor did was to decide according to the exigencies of 
the case, the widow being in poor circumstances. To apply the decision 
in In re Mellor’s Trusts to the present case would be disastrous, for, if the 
wife were held to take an absolute interest, the result would be that, as 
she had died during the lifetime of her husband, he would be entitled to 
a of her estate, and the share would go to his creditors. 
en it was considered that the Act of 1882 had dealt with policies 
effectuated for the benefit of the insured’s wife and children in almost the 
same terms as the Act of 1870 it would appear desirable for the insurance 
Offices to adopt some form of policy meeting the objects and requirements 
of the Act of 1882, and precluding all further questions.—Souicrrors, 
4M, A. Orgill, for Anderson, Gardner, § Hepburn, Dundee. 





Luaren Company—Rzpvuction or Caprrat—Non-aprPEARANCE or Mort- 
GacEe arrer Notice—Non-assentinc Crepirors—Companres Act, 1867, 
ss. 11, 13, 14.—In the case of In re The Bull Hotel Company (Limited), 
before Chitty, J., on the 21st inst., a petition was presented for an order 
confirming a resolution for the reduction of the capital of the company, 
and the court was asked to dispense with the consent of the mortgagee of 
the company’s property, who had had notice, but did not appear, and 
the case of In re Crédit Foncier of land (19 W. R. 405, L. R. 11 Eq. 356) 
was referred to, where Bacon, V.C., made the order where debenture- 
holders of the company whose names were not known had not appeared, 
notwithstanding notice by advertisement. COurrry, J., referred to In re 
Patent Ventilating Granary Company (27 W. R. 836, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 254), 
where Fry, J., declined to follow the decision of Bacon, V.C. When the 
creditor did not appear his~consent could not be said to be given. 
Whether a creditor was known or not known made little difference, for 
the amount of the debt must be known, and a sum could have been set 
apart to meet it. The decision of Fry, J., was the latest decision, and 
seemed to follow the 14th section of the Companies Act, 1867. The pre- 
sent application would be ordered to stand over, with general liberty to 
apply.—Soxtcrrors, Pitman § Son. 


co 


Sorrcrron anp Orrenr—Coste—Ser-orr—Forzicy Reramer.—In the 
case of In re A Solicitor, before Chitty, J., on the 20th and 24th insts., a 
motion was made by a Mr. Saccone and a Mr. Stevens that the respondent 
might be ordered to pay to them a sum of £313, recovered by him from a 
creditor of Saccone. It appeared that Saccone, a wine merchant at 
et oe the firm of which Mr. Stevens was a er as his 


giving them a joint er of a . The 

English frm insleected| the respondent to fecovet the debt, but he oly Obs 

j to pay the sum recovered to , on the ground that he had been 

be not by Saccone, but by the English firm to recover the money, 
that he was entitled to retain it 96 a set-off against sums due to 





from the firm in of his general bill of costs. It was, during 
hearing, admitted by the applicant that the title of Stevens to sue oq 
not be sustained, that he was one of two joint attorneys 


separately. Currry, J., said that the debt, being one owing to é 
and the sum recovered being Saccone’s money, the only question wag 
whether the respondent was or was not Saccone’s solicitor. It did 
appear that there had been any assignment by Saccone to his 
agents, and the best mode of testing the question was by the fact wheth 
the debtor had or had not been validly discharged by the payment he hag 
made. There was no doubt but that he had been discharged, seeing that 
the respondent had the right to receive the money from him. It was saiq 
that there was no right to presume a retainer because Saccone wag 4 
foreigner ; but the fact was that the English firm gave the instructions, 
and, therefore, the mdent had the credit of the firm to look to fo 
the work done, in addition to his solicitor’s lien against Saccone’s money, 
when recovered. He, therefore, had an additional security. The re. 
spondent could not pay his alleged debt against the rm firm out of 
tostund's money. Sie if the debt recovered appeared in the books of 
the firm as a sum accredited to them, there could be no set-off between 
them and the respondent, the account being one between the firm and 
Saccone. There must, therefore, be an order for payment to Saccone of 
the sum recovered less the respondent’s costs of recovering it.—Soxrcrrons, 
J. J. Keily ; Blewitt § Tyler. 


Practice — Liarrep Company — Discovery—Wrnpina-vP Perrtioy— 
Rurzs or Covurr, 1875, orp. 31, rr. 11, 12.—In the case of In re 
Hoover Hill Gold Mining Company, before Chitty, J., on the 12th inst., g 
shareholder’s petition having been presented for the winding up of the 
company, on the ground that the company was promoted for the purchase 
and sale of property which was waterless, and for the distribution of 
profits made by these means amongst the promoters, and that the true 
state of affairs was kept secret from the shareholders, a motion was made 
by the petitioners under ord. 31, rr. 11, 12, for an order that the com. 
pany, by its proper officer, might be ordered to make an affidavit of, and 

elon all ues in their possession, or, in the alternative, to pro- 

ce all books, papers, and documents relating to the company and the 
matters in question, and in particular the draft prospectus of the com- 
pany, all agreements relating to its formation and poe. letters, 
cablegrams, assays, and certificates of assays to and from the persons in 
the notice of motion mentioned. It was contended in support of the 
motion that a petitioner, as soon as he had presented his petition, had the 
same right to discovery as a plaintiff who had delivered his statement of 
claim, and that both such persons had, under ord, 31, rr. 11, 12, a primé 
Ffacie right to discovery, and that it was for the respondents to the petition 
to show why that right should be taken away, and although it 
was true that the court would more readily listen to a com 
resisting such an application when made in the case of a . 
tion for winding it up, yet the primd facie right to call for dis- 
covery could only be ousted by the company producing a reason 
of some kind why the application for discovery should not be 
entertained. Rule 11 was simply a copy of the old rule, the only differ- 
ence being that the old rule referred to a suit, whereas the new rule re- 
ferred to ‘‘ any action or proceeding”’ ; the inference therefore was that the 
tule had been extended to meet all cases, whether actions, moti 
gig or other proceedings. Re National Funds Assurance Company 

. R. 774) was referred to as a case where the Court of Appeal held that 
there was jurisdiction to make an order for discovery on a motion against 
a company for the rectification of its register by the removal therefrom 
the applicant’s name. Curry, J., said that he had had conside 
experience of the practice in bran titions, and he had never known 
such an order to be made as that ask y the present motion. No one 
in court had heard of such a motion being acceded to, although instances 
were mentioned of it having been refused. He had further consulted the 
regi and chief clerks, who had also stated theirignorance of any such 
order having ever been made. The chief clerk of the late Master of the 
Rolls had stated that the late Master of the Rolls had always emphatically 
refused such applications, saying that he was not going to assist a man # 
wreck a company by ransacking its documents. It was true that the 
language of rule 11 included a petition as well as an action, but there was 
a discretion still remaining in the judge to decline granting discovery, and 
without any special ground being shown he should, in the exercise of that 
discretion, decline to order a company to make discovery of its documents 
upon the presentation of a winding-up petition, The fact of the solicitor 
being unable to give instructions without inspecting the documents was 
no special reason for ing the order. His lordship was of opinion that 
in the present case no special ground had been shown why the order should 
be el and he was of opinion that he should be doing a great injustice 
ip See company by granting the order. It was to be observed that the 
Companies Acts contained nothing which warranted such an application 

resent being made. The motion, was, therefore, refused, with 
oLictrors, Beall § Co. ; Lattey ¢ Hart. 
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Costs—Securrry—Limirep Company Piamstirr—Time ror APPLicaTION 
—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 69—Onp. 55, rn. 2.—In a case of The Lydney 
Wigpool Iron Ore Company v. Bird, before Pearson, J.,; on the 14th inst., 4 

uestion arose as to the proper time for making an application for security 
Lod the mca naa 2 brought by a limited company. Rule 2 o 
provides » “In 
required, the security s be of such amount, and be given at such 
or times, and in such manner and form, as the court or a j 
direct.” Section 69 of the Companies Act, 1862, provides that the co 
limited company, which {s the plaintiff in afi action, if 
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that there is reason to believe that, if the defendant be suc- 
his defence, the assets of the company will be insufficient to pay 
t security for the costs of the action, and to 
in the action until the security shall have been =. 
¢ present case, more than six weeks after the plaintiffs had 
reply and had given notice of trial, the defendant took out a summons, 
the plaintiffs might be ordered to give security for the costs of 
the action. It was objected on behalf of the company that the applica- 
tion was made too late, the old rule of the Court Chancery being that 
guch an application ought to be made at the earliest possible time after the 
applicant e aware of the circumstances which entitled him to ask for 
security. Parson, J., overruled the objection. He thought that rule 2 
was inconsistent with the continued existence of that rule. the security 
ight be given ‘‘at such time or times’’ as the court should direct, it was 
cult to see why an application should be prejudiced by the fact that 
no previous application had been made. It had been held by the Court of 
Appeal that, under rule 2, an application could be made to increase the 
amount of the security when security had been already ordered. And his 
lordship ordered security for £200 to be given.—Soxicrrors, Munton ¢ 
Morris ; Learoyd § Co. 





their 
asking 





Wu1—Consrraverion—Contincent RemMamspER—Farvre or Parricu- 
par Estare—‘“‘ Vestinc.”’—In a case of Parker v. Parker, before 
Pearson, J., on the 21st inst., a question arose as to the vesting of 
a of real estate. R. Parker by his will, dated the 22nd of June, 

, devised to his daughter, Jane Prince, for her life, for her sole and 
separate use, and without power of anticipation, certain real estate, and from 
and after her decease the testator devised the estate ‘‘ unto, between, and 
amongst the children of my said daughter who shall be living at the time 
of her decease, and the issue of any one or more of them who shall happen 
to diem her lifetime leaving issue, in equal shares and proportions as 
tenants in common, for all my estate and interest therein, such issue 
peng caly the share or shares to which their, his, or her parent would 
have m entitled, if living, if more than one, between and amongst 
them in equal shares and proportions as tenants in common.”’ By a codi- 
cil, dated the 22nd of July, 1875, the testator directed that “the shares 
and interests given by my will after the deaths of my respective children 
to or in trust for their respective children and issue shall vest in such last- 
named children and issue ey at their respective ages of twenty- 
one years.’? The testator died on the 9th of December, 1876. His 
daughter, Jane Prince, died on the 5th of June, 1882. She left two chil- 
dren surviving her, both of whom were infants. She had had no other 
children. It was contended oh behalf of the plaintiffs, who were residuary 
devisees, that the effect of the codicil was to make the gift to the children 
of Jane Prince contingent on their attaining twenty-one, and that the 
contingent remainder had failed by reason of the determination of the life 
estate of the mother before the happening of the contingency. Parson, 
d., held that there had been no failure. He said that under the gift in the 
will there could be no doubt that all the children of the daughter who 
were living at the time of her death, whatever their ages, would have 
taken absolute interests. The question was whether the codicil had so 
altered this as to make it a gift to such of the children of the daughter 
living at the time of her death as should attain twenty-one, which would 
make it a contingent gift. His lordship thought that he ought not to 
construe the words in a way which would do violence to the intention of 
the testator if, consistently with the rules of law, he could put a different 
construction on them. Now, the word ‘‘ vest’’ was a very flexible word. 
Bpieht mean either vest in interest, or vest indefeasibly—i.e., so as to 
wake it an interest transmissible to the representatives of the first taker. 
Tt was plain that under the gift in the will the share of a child who 
attained twenty-one, and afterwards died in the lifetime of the mother, 
would have lapsed, if it had left no issue. His lordship thought the ope 
construction of the codicil was that it was intended to prevent sucha 
lapse, so that a child who attained twenty-one in the lifetime of its mother, 
and afterwards died in her lifetime without issue, should take. He pre- 
ferred to construe the codicil in the way which would, he thought, effect 
the intention of the testator. He held, therefore, that the children of the 
daughter living at her death took interests, which were liable to be divested 
in case of their deaths under twenty-one.—Soxicrrons, Coode, Kingdon, ¢ 
Cotton; Wills § Watts. 





Bormpine Socrery—I.izcat Assocratron—Companizs Acts, 1862 anp 
1867.—In a case of Crowther v. Thorley, which came before the Divisional 
Court, consisting of Grove and Suirx, JJ., on the 24th inst., a question 


‘atose of some ec gay to the members of building societies. The 
y 


action was brough the trustees of one of these societies against a mem- 
ber for arrears, and he set up asa defence that the society ought to have 
been . po under the Companies Acts, as a corporation having for its 
object the acquisition of gain, and, not being so registered, was illegal. 
The chief purpose of the society appeared to be to purchase and allot land 
tothe members ; but as there was coal and building clay on the estate 
acquired, one of the rules provided that, on the final conveyance of the 
allotments to the members, the minerals should not pass. was issued 
toeach member in of the value of these minerals, the profits 
obtained therefrom ultimately divisible among holders of the scrip. 
ht to the minerals to the trustees was in the 
following words :—‘‘ The right to get, win, sell, lease, or dispose of the 
coals or minerals shall not be conveyed, but remain vested in the trustees, 


Who shall have full power to sell, lease, get, or win the coals at such price 
or as they may think fit; the or proceeds of which be 
ed among the olders, &.’"” The court held, 


this case from Smith v, Anderoon (L, R. 15 Ch. D, 24), that this power to 





get, win, and sell the coal was no subsidiary matter but an object of the 
society, and was clearly a business in respect of which the society, ad- 
mittedly consisting of more than twenty members,’ ought to have been 
registered, and, not having been so registered, was illegal.—Soxicrrors, 
Learoyd § Co. ; Parker § Co., Sheffield. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JOSEPH RAYNER. 


Mr. Joseph Rayner, solicitor, town clerk of the city of Liverpool, died 
at Cannes on the 20th inst. after a long illness. Mr. Rayner was admitted 
a solicitor in 1850, and pe peacies for nearly ten years at Huddersfield. 
In 1860 he removed to Bradford, on being appointed town clerk of that 
borough. He held that office till 1866, when -he was elected (out of a 
large number of candidates) to the office of town clerk of 2 
‘*Mr. Rayner,’”’ says a Liverpool journal, “‘ quickly established himself 
as a most valuable public servant, and the council on all occasions placed 
the utmost reliance upon him. He was very full of legal information 
regarding corporations, and could readily give advice to the council as to 
the legal aspect of any question under discussion. His judgment was 
sound, and when the council deemed it necessary to fortify themselves 
with counsel’s opinion, it was generally found to coincide with the views 


previously advanced by Mr. Rayner. The services of Mr. were 
thrice recognized by increases of salary. When appointed the salary was 
£1,600, in 1867 it was increased to £2,000, on the 6th of Jan’ , 1875, it 


was further raised to £2,500, and, finally, on the 6th of April, 1881, it was 
fixed at £3,000, and remained at that fi by Pe the t time.’? Mr. 
Rayner was also clerk and registrar of the eipoek Cott of Passage, 
and public prosecutor for the borough. He devoted himself with great 
zeal and industry to the discharge of his official duties. He was in the 
habit of appearing in person as representative of the co before 
Parliamentary Committees, and he had carried through Parliament many 
important local Acts. He was a perpetual commissioner for Lancashire 
and the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Rayner took an active in 
the business of the Association of Municipal Corporations, a 
member of the Municipal Law Committee appointed by that body. He 
was also a magistrate for the West Riding. He was married to Miss 
Dyson, of Huddersfield, and he leaves two sons and four daughters. 
Several months ago Mr. Rayner was attacked with paralysis, and he had 
obtained leave of absence from the corporation in the hope that rest and 
change of air would restore his strength. The news of his death has 
caused great regret at Liverpool. 


MR. JUSTICE SNOWDEN, 


The Hon. Francis Snowden, puisne judge of the Supreme Court of 
Hong Kong, died at Hong Kong on the Ist inst. Mr. Justice Snowden 
was the son of Mr. John Snowden, and was born in 1829. He was educated 
at Rugby and at University College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in 


time a revising barrister, and he was also prosecuting counsel to the Mint 
for Wiltshire. In 1871 he was appointed a police magistrate 
Straits Settlements, and in 1873 he Cookne a puisne judge at Singapore. 
In the following year he became a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of 
Hong Kong, and he held that office till his death. He was also deputy 
judge of the Vice-Admiralty Court, and in 1878 he acted as Chief Justice 
of Hong Kong. Mr. Justice Snowden had earned a judicial reputa- 
tion, and his death is universally regretted in the my. He leaves a 
widow, but no children. 


SIR GEORGE ALFRED ARNEY. 


Sir George Alfred —, = years Chief Justice of N 
died at his residence, 17, Devo’ -place, on the 7th inst., at the 
seventy-five. Sir G. Arney was the youngest son of Mr. William 
of bury, and was born in 1806. He was educated at Winchester 
at Brasenose College, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1829, 
in 1832. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter T 
and he formerly practised on the Western Circuit ot at 
Bath Sessions, where he had for several years a 
tice. In 1858 he was appointed Chief Justice of the 
New Zealand, and he was a member of the Executive of 
In 1862 he received the honour of knighthood, and in 1874, 
years’ judicial service, he retired upon a pension. 
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MR. GEORGE TAYLOR. 
George Taylor, solicitor (of the firm of Taylor & Kinkead), of 


Mr. 
Staleybridge, died at his residence, Beaueliffe, Alderley 
on the Teh tee Mr. Taylor was admitted a solicitor in 1841, and he had 


practised for about forty years at Staley’ where he had acquired a 
very extensive and important practi On incorporation of Staley 


ce. 
bridge he was elected town clerk of the borough, and he held thet post 


z 


o iow yes . He was also clerk to the borough 

had been ett and wolicor to the Staleybridge ever since 
its formation. He was at the timé of his @ be? soo Sas Me. 
Richard Evan Kinkead. Mr. Taylor was buried on the 11th 








a 
a 
a4 
a 





436 | THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





April 28, 1883, 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Justice Burr and Mr. Justice Surrn have received the honour of 
Knighthood. 


Mr. James Cowan, registrar and master of the Supreme Court of 
Western Australia, has been appointed to act as Attorney-General of that 
colony. 

Mr. Ricnarp Henry Wyatt, solicitor and parliamentary agent (of the 
firm of Wyatt, Hoskins, & Hooker), of 28, Parliament-street, has received 
the honour of Knighthood in recognition of his services for many years as 
ot agent to the Treasury. Sir R. Wyatt is the son of the late 

. Richard Wyatt, and was born in 1827. He was admitted a solicitor 
in 1851, and he has been for several years clerk of the peace and clerk to 
the lieutenancy for the county of Surrey. He is a deputy-lieutenant for 
Merionethshire, and a magistrate for Merionethshire, Kent, and the Cinque 
Ports. 


Mr. Francis Marsnatt Bowey, solicitor (of the firm of Bowey & 
Brewis), of Sunderland, has been elected Town Clerk of the Borough of 
Sunderland, in succession to Mr. William Snowball, deceased. Mr. Bowey 
has been for some time deputy town clerk of the borough. He was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. Cuar.tes Joun Wiixryson, barrister, has been app inted to act as 
a Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Calcutta. . Wilkinson was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1859, and he 
is recorder of Rangoon. 


Mr. Henry Movunrricn James, solicitor, of Exeter, has been groan 
by the High Sheriff of Devonshire (Mr. Thomas Carew Daniel) to be 
Under-Sheriff of that county for the current year. 


Mr. Joun Hvcn Rosegrrs, solicitor, of Carnarvon, has been ap- 
inted by the High Sheriff of Carnarvonshire (Mr. John Owen) to 
nder-Sheriff of that county for the current year. 


Mr. Tuomas Arntuur Jackson, solicitor, of Chorley, has been elected 
Town Clerk of that borough, in succession to Mr. Richard Jackson, de- 
ceased. Mr. T. A. Jackson was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Joun Sranton, solicitor, of Chorley and Adlington, has been 
appointed Clerk to the County Magistrates at Chorley, in succession to 
es Richard Jackson, deceased. Mr. Stanton was admitted a solicitor in 
1870. 


Mr. Doveias Cros Ricumonp, barrister, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner of Charities, in suecession to Lord Colchester, resigned. Mr. 
Richmond was formerly fellow of St. Peter’s College, Cambridge, where 
he graduated in the first class of the classical tripos, and also as a second 
Chancellor’s medallist, and as a senior optime in 1861, and he was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1874. He was for several 
years secretary to the Endowed Schools Commissioners, and he was 
appointed joint secretary to the Charity Commissioners in 1875. 

Mr. Tuomas Baxen, solicitor, of Manchester, has received the honour 
of Knighthood. Sir T. Baker is the third son of Mr. Thomas Baker, of 
Birmingham, and was born in 1809. He was admitted a solicitor in 1840. 
He was elected mayor of the city of Manchester in 1880, and was re- 
elected in the following year. 


Mr. Henry Darvmt, solicitor (of the firm of Darvill, Darvill, & Last), 
of Windsor, has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir H. Darvill is 
the eldest son of Mr. John Darvill. He was born in 1812, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1834. He was mayor of Windsor in 1853, and in the 
poe bere. | aac _ — meg town oar Get o —_ h. He A. ig ee 

e or Windsor, and registrar (jointly wi is son, Mr. Henry 
Darvill jun.) of the Windsor County Court. ; 

Mr. Henry Epwarp Moopy, solicitor (of the firm of Hollinshead & 
Moody), of Tunstall, Hanley, and Burslem, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

The Hon. Lyrrizron Hotyoaxe Bayzey, one of the judges of the High 
Court at Bombay, has been ne to act as Chief Justice of Bombay, 


during the absence of Sir Char t. Mr. Justice Bayley was called 
to the bar at the Middle Temple in Term, 1850. 


Mr. Cuantzes Prrrarp, barrister, of Calcutta, has been appointed to 
officiate as Clerk of the Crown at Calcutta. Mr. Piffard was educated at 
Clare College, Cambridge, where he uated in the third class of the 
classical tri in 1852. He was to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
— erm, 1854, and he was formerly a member of the Home 


Mr. Wis Freprnick Kwicur, solicitor (of the firm of Sandom, 
Kersey, & Knight), of 50, Gracechurch-street, has been ap ted a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J ture. 

Mr. Epwarp Gasxiw Bennerr, solicitor, of Plymouth, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Devonshire and Cornwall for taking 
the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 

Mr. Joux Epwanp Suaw, solicitor, of 4, New-inn, has been ap- 

a Commissioner in England for Affidavits and Affirma- 
to be used in the Supreme Court of the Colony of New Zealand. 

Mr. Joux Laxz Braxianp, solicitor, of 2, Riches-court, Lime-street, 
has been @ Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of fo-5 eran " 





Mr. Henny Goopy, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Goody & Son), | 






of Colchester, has been a) ted Registrar of the Colchester 
Court (Circuit No. 38), and i under the Judicature Act, 
in succession to Mr. John Stack Barnes, resigned. Mr. ny Ag : 
mitted a solicitor in 1856. He is in ership with his father, Mr. Henry 
Sidney Goody, who is clerk to the Colchester Channel Commissioners, 


Mr. Davin toy eek Calkte cae Yomuieennds pp and 
Aberavon, has appoin' erk to the Ys wer) School 
Board. Me. Turberville was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Armicet Wang, and Jonn Courtngy Lane Anprews, solicitors, Hitchin 
and Shefford. March 21. [G@azette, April 20,} 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Orper or Court. 
Wednesday, the 25th day of April, 1883, 

Whereas it is expedient that the causes for trial or hearing only befote 
Mr. Justice Pearson should (with the exception hereinafter mentioned) he 
transferred for the purpose only of trial or hearing to Mr. Justice North, 
Now I, the Right Honourable Roundell Earl Selborne, Lord High Chancel. 
lor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several causes now pa 
for trial or hearing only before Mr. Justice Pearson (except the causes s¢ 
forth in the schedule hereto) be transferred to the said Mr. Justice North, 
for the purpose of trial or hearing only. And I do further order that no 
cause or matter be assigned to the said Mr. Justice North by the same 
being marked with his name. And this order is to be drawn up by 
registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice. : 


ScuEDvue. 
Causes retained for trial or hearing only before Mr. Justice Pearson, 
Winby v Cardiff District and Trams | Espir v Mainwaring 4 
i Hamilton v University Life Assur. 


Company (Limited) 
Ganby v Reddaway ance Society 
Smith v Hamilton Blyth v Guiness, Malton, & Co 
Badische Anelin and Soda Fabrik v| Billmore v Watson 
Levinstein Goldschmidt v Oddy 
Setnorne, 0, 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 19.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Land Drainage (Provisional Order). 
Bill in Committee. 
Medical Act Amendment (passed through Commitee). 


April 20.—Private Bills. 

On the motion of the Earl of Redesdale the following resolution was 
to in order to its being made a Standing Order :—‘“‘ In any case in 
an infant is or may be interested in the consequences of an Estate B 
Chairman of Committees may, if he think fit, uire that such 
shall be represented before the Committee on the Bill by a person to 
appointed as or in the nature of a guardian or protector of such infant 
the Lord Chancellor or the Lord Keeper of the Great Seal by writing 


his hand.’’ 
Bill in Committee. 
Land Drainage (Provisional Order). 
April 23.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Bri1s.—Penicuik Trust Estates; South-Eastern Railway 
Swindon and Cheltenham Extension Railway (No. 1). 


Bill in Committee. 
Contempts of Court (passed through Committee). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brr1s.—Wigan and District (Support of Sewers) ; Hastings and 
St. Leonards Gas; Standard Life Assurance Company. 
Land Drainage (Provisional Order). 
Bill Read a First Time. 
Bill to extend the Chancery jurisdiction of the County Palatine Court of 
Lancaster (The Lorp Cuance.1or). 
April 24.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Elementary Education Provisional Order Confirmation (London). 
Bill in Committee. 
Elementary Education Provisional Orders Confirmation (Cummersdale, 


i 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
A 20.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parvats Buu.— litan Outer Circle Railway. 
April 23,—Bili in Committee. 
Isle of Man (Harbours). 
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April 24.—Bills Read a Second Time. 











Teas Brus.—: wen Gas; Canvey Island (Sea Defences); Rogers- 
town Reclamation and Quay Improvement ; Metropolitan District Rail- 
all Bill Read a Third Time. 

Swansea Harbour. 

COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jorst Stock Companrzs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Bwi0n CREOLAN SILVER LEAD Ming, LimiTEeD.—Kay, J by an order dated 
Mar 22, appointed bindogen Thomas, Railway Works, “Thasidives oes, to be official 
tor. Creditors required, on or before June 1, to send their names 
dresses, and the pa particalars of their debts or claims, to the above. Friday, 

June 8 at 2, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating’ upon the debts an: 


Wer AND MintnG Company, ey 0 ne ae for winding up, 
18, directed to be heard before Chi m Saturday, Ap: 
and Co, few 3 rh... Carey st, agents for icni ° ond Co, B tn 


ESTATES AND INGS IMPROVEMENT AND INVESTMENT ASSOCIATION, LIMITED. 
—Creditors are required, on or bene May 18, to send their names aa addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts pnb ol ee es Francis Vernon, 98, Chea: 
side. Le yo June 1 at 11, is appointed f ‘or bearing and adjudicating upon “the 
debts an claims 

Etxzctric Ligut AND PowER Company, LuwrTeD.—Credi' 
a ¢ Detone May 10, to ound 9 their names and addresses, and the 

rh g ny hes Henry Bishop, 41, Coleman st. ‘Wedneslay, 

23 as = 4 ponte be for hearing and adj udicating upon the debts and 


PropeeTY TRUST CORPORATION OF 7 lounos, LIMITED.—Petition for oe vee © 
ted April 18, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, pul 
g Walker and Co, Gresham to eae hall st st, petitioners i in person 
§, H. BECKLES AND Company, LiITED.—P: tion for winding up, resented April 
17, directed to be eard before Chitty, J., ‘on April 28, Foss al Ledsam, Rb- 
Theat lane, solicitors for the petitioner 
ae iN COMPANY, LIMITED.— y gm onder. ode by. Basu, V0... an 
it was Gederelt ie that the company be wound w d Neve 
chert h st, agents for Jackson and Jackson, Middlesborough, solicitors for 


the oners 
say (Gazette, April 20.] 
AST STEAM PACKET COMPANY, LiutTED.—Creditors 


to Frederick Cridland, Observer chambers, 
outh. Monday, May 28 at 2, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 


upon the debts an 
G COMPANY, LimrTED.—By an order made b Chita, J-. 

14, it was po that the company be wound up. Dutton, Ch 

for the petitioner 

ELLIVARA COMPANY, LimiTeD.—Creditors are required, - or before May 

%, to send their names and addresses, and the culars of ‘their debts or 

claims, to William Bailey Hawkins, 39, Lombard st. Mander, June 4 at 12, is 

for h pet adjudicating w m the debts and claims 

eaters Cove er made by Pearson, J., dated April 
it was ordered that the above Joab be wound up. Carter, Old Jewry chbrs, 


r for the petitioner 
OxrorD BUILDIN' mo axp InvasmaceT Cou? ANY, LIMITED.—Petition for windin: 
beard’ bedore Itny, J» on May 4. Ellis 


Sy rcomted 4 28, directed to 
’s ane,» pn hab for the potitionsrs 
Comp. 7 =< ry — 





> St Swi 
Bank [Ron Lim1rED.—Bacon, 
April *. appointed William Barclay Peat, 3, one, 
r 
. AND LiGHT Paryare ConstRucTION CoMPANY, LiwITED.—By an 
anil Oo as 14, it was ordered that the above com- 
Austin Friars, solicitors for the peti- 


—By an order made by Pearson, J. 4 


Wee Meat Minine Company, Lrmrrep. 
‘Great, Winche was ordered that the com wound up. Rogers an 
ware, yk solicitors for the petitioners, 
aonen fae ePAXe, = renison for win 
ted April 23, rdirected to heard_ before Kay, Jy + on Friday, 
ry, opsgate st Within, eounitor for the peti 
**' Gasette, April 24.) 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Loxpon AND Provincia Law ASSURANCE SocreTy.—Petition presented April 12 
ecentom on on nqrosmen) Se ay the. sale, ce Sronator 40 e Guardian Fire and Life 
oo f the business of the society, directed to be heard before 
a on May 6 6. Burne and Go, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, solicitors for the 


(Gazette, April 24.) 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 

B. Crompron AND Company, Lruwi1TeD.—By an order made by V.C. Fox Bris- 
"owe, dated Apr 9, it was ordered that the voluntary wine up of the oo 
company tinued. iverpool, agen sPhitits 
Bolton, solicitors for the petitioners ‘ 
The VO has axed 


IyrmexaTronal, MARINE HyDROPATHIC COMPANY, LIMITED. te 
May 5 ae il tat 9, Cook-street, Liverpool, for the appointment of an ‘fei 


(Gazette, April 24.} 
New Quay Mra Company, Lrwrrep.—Petition for win up r 
Mt directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at Room ° Prete AR 
Justice on Apr 28 at 12. Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing, in 
pd 
e, ven e - 

tioners of their solicitors. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors tore for the petitioners 


April 20.) 
Frrenpiy Sooretizs Dissonvep. 


FRIENDLY SOrEety, Aran Ashley, Siefced. , Stafford. Apr 18 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY, 1, 
a Gone Wome ake w, Royal Union Hotel, Cinderford, 


[G@asette, April 20). 





STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
= Be DAY an Mi Red Cow, Mie Red 2, 
Victualler. gg 8. Taylne Vv Reh oet, Chitty, J. Castle, Southampton st, 


Prince Arthur sf, Munputead, (hapet Saaten May 
9. Crispin Beddow, 3 Carr, Rood 
OSE, Delon, Lencnaten Boot Beller: May 3. Hamer v Hamer, Kay, 


‘tter, 
MFRAY, SAMUI, Glen Uske, Monmouth, Esq. May 10. Lloyd v Homfray, 
i, TAREE le End Old Town, Stone Merchant. May7. Knight v Knight, 
Depree and Co, Church ct, Old Jewry 
ILLIAM PLA Gt Queen Queen sf, Lincoln's inn inn fields, Solicitor. May 15. 
Lyne, Soaeaie inchester st 


stralia, Carpenter. Oct 25. Winkworth 
White, ae 
v Fry. Gasette, April 10.) 


Boon, rie aa aot Pendleton, nr Mas nr Manchester, Carter. May 8. Nothuny y' Weatherby. 
Cnaneeas See Coors, Market Rasen, Lincoln. May 11. Surtees v Chambers, 


Chitty, J. Cham’ te st 
| EDWARDS JOHN, Euston rd, Gent. May 11. Edwards v Edwards and Edwards 


v Chitty, J. cery 

» og ny = ee May 17. Gooch v Smith, Bacon, V.C. Marsh, 
Fen Fenchurch st 
JAYNE, ARTON, Croydon, Gent, May 10. Jayne v Jayne, Fry, J, 


AMES BARTO 
H St Martin's lane 
eee wa, Gent, May 17. Hewartson v Lemm, Bacon, V.C. 


ILLIAM, 
Brown and Co, Cit 
, G is, Brecon. May 19. Hall v Williams, Pearson, J. 
Martin Scale, Neath 
SrourTon, MARMADUEE, Pietermaritzburg, Natal. Apr 30. Bennett v Stourton, 
Bacon, V.C. Wilkinson, Bedford st, Covent garden 
WaEp JouN, Cheltenham, Retired Huntsman. May 14. Oliver v Storey, Chitty, 
W. interbotham, Cheltenham 
Worswine Ww. Birstal Hall, Leicester, Gent, May 12. Robson v Wors- 
wick, Fry, J. ia , New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
(Gazette, April 13.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
ASHWORTH, OBADIAH, Cheetham Hill, Lancaster, Bleacher. May 11. Cooper 
and Sons, Manchester 
Bus, JOHN, Ongar, Essex, oe Major. May8. Philbrick and Free, Austin 





Back, Smoron ApAMs, Ironmongers i = y 10. Beck, aa 
DavVIEs, JOHN, Dulwich, — Gent. June - Child, Paul’s 
Rey fo Reading, Ber Berks, Gent. J 1. Beale and Martin, Reading 
une 
ELLERY, EDMUND ROGER, Beaumont rd, Hornsey Rise. Apr 28. Clarkson and 


Co, Carter lane, Doctors’ commons. 
Guanes, & Mary, Featherstone te High Holborn. May 19. Gibson, Lincoln’s 
fields 


Hatt, JosEepn, Leeds, Estate - ee . Clarke and Son, Leeds. 

HARRISON, JOHN, ay meg Gent. June 1. Phodes, Coane lane 

Hickman, WILLIAM, ‘Wolverhampton, Stafford, 5. 
Thorneycroft Walverkany om 

HoLpDsworrTH, JAMES, Halifax, York, Ironfounder. .May 7. Foster and Co, 


Halifax 
yrs, JOHN SAMUEL, High st, Hornse Stars Robins, Pancras lane 
r LANG, RA ll Stalybridge, gy Pera Buckley and Miller, 


Lza, Cc Warwick. Jungs. Troushion and Co, Coventry 
Lza, Mary, Coveney Warwick June 6. ton and oo. Coventry 
LEONARD. Sloane , Sloane sq, 


anton amd Oe Co, Coventry 
4. and 
Co, Lincoln's inn fields a 
Martin, WILLIAM, Hartley Wintney, Southampton. mages Beale and Martin, 
MatTruews, J: ene , Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Apr 30. Thorney- 
croft, Wolverhampto: sie ry sii 
NELSTROP, JOSEPH, ackwentls, York, Esq. June9. Carter and Atkinson, Pon- 
PHU, Sa VANDEWALL, Hart st, Mark lane, Stationer. July 10. Wilson, 
ow 
ae Lenin es . ae 
an 5 coln’ 
CEARDS, > cis Puiiip, Manchester, Insurance Agent. May 31. Addleshaw 
ca Walarten. | 
RIPPIN, Cuantss ROBERT, WVoolwich, Tutor. May 19. Sam 
HHEPPARD, ANN. m, Nottingham. es 
SMITH, , Erdington, W: arwick, Farmer. a hoipe, Nottineham Bir- 
. Mays. Jenningsand 
Rise, Willesden, Sign Board Writer. 


ILLIAM, Lodge, Kilburn 
Lewisham, Rent, Apr 3, 3, "Thomas, Wilberforce rd, Finsbury pk 


os Oxford. May7. Bircham and Co, 
TONE, analy iewaatioepen Bone. May 1, Stanton and Atkinson, Newcastle 
e 


LEA, SARAH agg Warwick. June 6. Tro 


upon Tyn 

WALKER, GEORG Oxford, Gent. Junei. Bennett, Banbury 

be ve, S Pike o - xford, Yeoman. June 1. Kilby and Mace, 
01 

Warm, Devizes, Wilts, Gent. June 1. Crowder and Co, Lincoln’s inn 


ey og 
ANELAY, Sydenham, Ki Gent. 8. 
Cottage, Jew’ ee a cA ee _— 


Batrour, JOHN, Newcastle w Tyne, Provision Dealer. Peden Zk Dees and 
Thompson, Newcastle Ne 


BowxkER, WILLIAM, 
Bua, nowatry Av, Croton, Devon, dune is Fry and Gp, Bea, 
WN, , Lo 
BurrorD, EpHram, Stra ‘Suto, Gent, “May Fees 2 Hunter and Downes, 


st 
Crop, CHARLES, Brooksby’s walk, Homerton, Tobacco Pipe Manufacturer. May 
a Eira oa York, Auctioneer. May 15. Scholey and Co, 
DEnyER, J. Sussex, Licensed Victualler. 19. 
Smith and Oo, Bread Breed st Ohenaide” _ 
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Dewey, Sane, Donhead St Andrew, Wilts, Yeoman, June 30. Burridge’ 
EARLE, Huey Franois, Richmond, Surrey, Esq. May 15. Phelps and Co, Red 


Lion ’ 
=, Ae ca ‘Wr114Mm, Westbourne pl, Eaton sq, Stockbroker. May 
15. ea: 
FARTHING, Oakley sq, St. Pancras, Gent. May 25. Laundy and Co, 
Forp, W: Wood lane lipo ane Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. June 1. 
.Nutt and Co, +t ct, 
pena 9 Se Gg oe ee JOHN Coggeshall, Essex, Watchmaker. June 14. 
ite om 24, Kelly and Keene, Mold 
etiierarts Stati Isonfounder. May 14. Ward, Dudley 
peer ak burn, Gent. Sept1. Rixons, Gresham 
Has ‘old Broad 


HARDWIDGE, rove Portland pl, Camberwell. May 14. Baker and Nairne, 

Hare, Santes, Northwich, Chester, Carrier. May 31. ig wera ss 
YHURST, ‘AH, Manchester. "May 12. iow = Li 

Hounpox, Fanny E ELIZABETH, Clevedon, Somerset. er and Pi 


ABETH, Hanley, Stafford. Wilson, Stoke a Trent 
Mh a 


Jone bab ooo care, M.A., § Kent, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
i and dge row 

ieee, Cuanmen oeuhens, Surrey, Coachbuilder. May 14. Hollest and Co, 

Lymeyonp, , Henry, Peckham Rye, Gent. June 1. Pattison and Co, Queen 


May JOHN, Clevedon, Somerset, Chemist. May 26. Baker and Langworthy, 
NorraGE, JosEPH, Sawbridgeworth, Hertford, Gent. May 11. Tyson, Dalton in 
a, CHARLES, Mangotsfield, Gloucester, Farmer. May 14. Fussell and Co, 


PEW, meee, § Stratford pl, Oxford st, Commander in Royal Navy. May1. Bil- 
linghurst and Wood, Bucklersb 
Pore, am Rr pamARD, m upon , Lancaster, Yeoman, May1. Weston 
sp, BexsDINT, Seven Sisters’ rd, Holloway, Merchant. Apr 30. Saunders 
Revs Asonew, K Ki ork, Innkeeper. June 1. Phillips, Castleford 
REYNALDS, Fran ng ee om and Kingsland rd, Racin, Gent. June 1. 


Tayler, Se omer? 
Reet, TM ‘by Moorside, York, Grocer. May 14. Harrison, Kirby Moor- 


Stow, Harriet Jemma, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. June 1. 

ogy. LS Broveuton, Tonbridge, Kent, Esq. June 1. Hunter and Downes, 
leman 

SrnEY, Hazgry, Yatton, Somerset, Butcher. May 26, Baker and Langworthy, 


Hunter and Downes, 


STYLE, JETHRO, Radipole, Dorset, Grocer. June7. Andrews and Co, Weymouth 
WEsT, BENJAMIN, Liverpool rd, Islington, Bookbinder. June ¢; ane. a st 
azetle, AD 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Mr. Justice 
Date. — V. C. Bacon. Nosen. 
Monday, A’ il eeeesoeeee 30 Mr. King Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
¥> Y scsvsccese i Merivale Pemberton Cobby 
Vcccesevesesece 2 King Ward Jackson 
Thoreday ..sscsee--seee 3 Merivale Pemberton Cobby 
Frida: eocccocncccesecese & King Ward Jackson 
Vicccosdccccceecs O Merivale Pemberton Cobby 
=> pee Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Monday, A 30 Mr. Catington Mr. tocdslo Mr. Keo 
’ eeceeevers r. r. Koe 
Tuesday, WF se sescece 1 Farrer Clowes 
Wodinesday.......csssee0 2 Carrtagton — Koe 
Thureday . seebeeseeoeese 3 Lavie Clowes 
Friday......- coccesvecess. & Carrington Tecelele Koe 
Jecssticses esse 6 Lavie Farrer Clowes 


. 








RECENT SALES, 

At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 
held at their sale-room, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., on the 26th 
inst., the following were among the prices obtained : —Para’ Gas, £6 2s, ; 
Jablochkoff Electric Light and Power, £2; Army and Navy Hotel, $3 ; 
Hallidie gre Cable Tramways Corporation £10 shares, £5 paid, £2 15s. ; 
Exchange Warehouses, 12s. 6d.; Oriental Leather and 
oe ampnneny : estminster Improvement Commission £500 Bond, 

cent. ; Columbian Hydraulic, 6s. ; Oriental Telephone B”’ fully 

10s. ; and other misce us securities fetched fair prices.—At a 
peeling ik the company on the 23 inst. the directors declared an interim 
an. of Bee! gprs per annum for the three months ending 31st of 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
any» Foares, ot ihe Mort, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Ground 
Micoars pw Fox IIE rig the Mart, at 2 p.m., Frechold 
Titer, & 00. a at 2 p.n. 

Senay amancrac, dice (nee ae ace ee 
es Feanx Lewis & Co. Win Can ot the Mart, OF Y pan PRC Lte 
bold Properties (eee advertisement, April 21, p, 424). 








and Lease- 
b 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


EvE.— 
ter-at-law, of a da’ 


GaATEY.—A vil 24, at 1 lettin Lodge, Lonsdale-road, Barnes, 8.W., the Wife g 
Joseph Gate tery barrister-at-law, of a daughter, Beg rematurely. a 

———- —A Pane wb the sue of Fredk, Ha: the Strand and Notting-hill, 
solicitor, of a 


HENDERSON.—Ap 7 - 58, Seen pe atm W., the wife of George 
Henderson, barrister-at-law, of a so 

LowrREY.—April 24, at te Chepesod phase; the wife of Francis Lowrey, barristey. 
at-law, of a daughter 

SymEs.—April 12, at the Manor House, Orediton, Devon, the wife of William, 
Henry Symes, solicitor, of a son, 


WEBSTER—MARSHALL.—April 
to Margaret, widow of James 


at anus rb, doa Riddell Webster, advocate, 








LONDON _GAZETTES. 


may, Apr xr Ava 20, 1883, 
Under sf y Act, 1869. 
Creditors must fore their boy on debts to the Registrar. 
er in = on 
Cyndie, Georee, Munster princi owagy = Sh Builder. Pet Apr 17, Murtiy, 
ay 


Goldschmidt, Gustav, Lordship pk, Stoke ht Warehouseman. Motion 


Apr6. Bro 
Gregson, Alfred Knight, Nottingham pl, Regent’s pk, Esq. Pet Apt 
eashin. May 1 at 12 . » ae a 
Coline, Biases, 4 Baward W iam Golling Norwich, Matin and Bedstead 
f) an 0 a 
Manufacturers, a . 


oh Ase 16. we Norwich, May 1 
Pefadderald, Amy a eld, Woollen Manufacturer. ‘Application Apr 17. Jones, 
Hall Hi erber bert Byng, Weston, nr Bath, Gent. Pet Apr 14, Robertson, Bath, 
r 30 a 
ren James, Manchester, out of business. Pet Apr 18. Hulton. Salton 
Thomas, Peterborough. i190 ton, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Peterborough, rs 4 


TUESDAY, April 24, by 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must fever their pees oe Se debts to the Registrar, 


jurrender 
IL rge, Chatsworth Clapton ‘Tim ferchant. 
vai. agit, at > ee 5 aati Dk, Timber 3k ee 


Nathan Yon, (able st, Whitechapel, Cigar Manufacturer. Pet Apr®, 


16, Gochen 


on 9at1 
Pipe Manca: ARE at at 
B nl, Bases, Cricket Bat Ran 
rowne, Gecsge, Chelmeord, ax, Cricket Bat ufacturer. Pet Apr it 
Strut, A 0k, Bo : Buckingham, Cattle Dealer. Pet Apr 19. Cooke, 
Ppetn Henry, Leeds, Woollen Draper. Pet Apr 19. Marshall. Leedd, 


ph LE ing Frank Frehits, , Cheshunt, Herts, of no occupation. Pet Apr 16, Pulley. 
i Fob "Bren: Brentford, Essex, Timber Merchant. Pet Apr 4. Duffield. 
0) a 

Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Apr 17, Rankin, Halifax, 


- th, Frmay, pril 20, 1883, pre 
omas Griffi Anglesea, . r 
Fetin , Henry, Crogsland rd, Farm rd, Painter. Apr 14 
TUESDAY, Til 24, 1883. 
terrace, W' ocd Goch 





Raby, William, Downham Builder. Apr 1 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Feipay, April 20, 1883, 
Ate y, Frederick James, mas i of Languages. May 1 at 11 at office 


o and Marsh, Chi i atiih sa Liat 
aoe nydlichaond May 1 Golden 
y o7 gt 2 at office of Beek, 


im To ee Se y 3 at 3 at office of f 


. May 8at8 at office of Richardson, 
ay > Gamba 


Joiner. May 2 at 11 at Wellington 
‘0 st, Car! 
viper 





A. Grocer. May 7 at 12.90 at York Hotel 
" ts , Fancy Goods Importer. May 7 at $ at office of 
Os ST Bt, mga, Pur May May 6 at 10.90 at office of Gare 

hall D 
Brandt. Robert, ene tor wo ey at 54, Fenchurch st. Ellis 


pind Co, Mar 
renga, aly Lovano May 8 at 3 ab office ot 
nin ‘at's at office of Gardner and 


otha hy We 
ott, 






| mice inpine 


ae 
aay ry spaiae y eee Crouch End, the wife of Harry T. Eve, Darris. 


a ee ee ee eee ee ee ee er ee 


. Apr 30 at 8 at office of East 


Sth on von nace Apr 90 at 12 at offices of 

















EEESS EER 


a 
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See 


———— 





James, yer! 8a ee ee ee, 
A we Pa (andy not. oo erroneously printed in Gazette of 13th 
“ae Merchant. ‘Ape 30 at 8 at office of Boote and Edgar, Booth 
L, eeVolverhampton, Grocer, . May 1 at 3 at office of Jaques, Temple 

amin, Norwich, Cabinet Maker. Apr 380 at 2 ai office of Kent, St 
havies ae peg fumfore ond, Sudbury Keeper. Apr 30 at 12 at White 


Mumf 
rge onian rd, Islington, Deal Cabinet 








, Apr 28 at 12 at ms S, Chis ke rd, Islington. Pop 1, Vincent terr, 


Tencti, Manchester, Lamia Agent. May 3 at 8 at office of Cobbett 
0, Bro et Mancheste: 
Danotsky, An eligherry House, Rati Ealing, ae: Apr 30 at 8 at Neil- 
Chance 
J ‘a 6, Ealing Team con thn May 4 at 2 at office of Knowles, Cook st, 


Frederick, 8 Mpeg on Licensed Victualler. Apr 27 
Det gat office off soot Neate and Da ‘Davies, Wind Swansea 
. , Hereford, Grocer. May 8 at 11 at office of Wallis, St Owen st, 


on, a fobs rd, Clapton, Commission Agent. Apr 27 at 12 at office of 
Bb, Balthaser, Globe rd, Mile End, Baker. May 8 at 3 at office of Morris, Gres- 


Pag John, Dudle: ngs rewesdiany Grocer, May 2 at 8 at office of Stokes and 

Hooper, Priory st, diey 

faweus, Francis, Amble, Seana, Grocer. May 2 at 11 at office of Tate 

and Percy, St Michael's lane, Alnwick 

“Alfred, Mai Berks, Auctioneer. May 8 at 3 at Bear Hotel, 
oe Miaidenhora 

Garstone, F Gammuret bee fond Hereford, Porter. Apr 30 at 10.30 at office of 


Geen Waiter, m Geor, King’s sq, Goswell rd, Manufacturin; 
ers. May 2 at ast pemen st Hotel. Tiddeman, Finsbury - 
Hae, Lucie, Portsea, Fancy Dealer. May 9 at 12.30 at 145, Cheapsi White- 
at mead je nf Fish Curer, May 4 ae at office prety and 
“nog phi be ee) West St fay 68a Gt eee 
Bae eee Pe al Sou oal Storchant, y 7 at 3 at 
: ler, Bar 
1, Dairyman. Apr 28 at 12 at office of Essery, Broad st, 
skins, John eee ay a rd, Kentish Town, Journalist. May 4 at 3 at office 
oe Jou a eee ee f the Exchange Tap. May 2 at 3 at 
at of the Exc! ‘ap. a a 
meen st, Hudd eld . 7 
1, Shi paerod eon May 7 at 3 at office of Gib- 
ey Jo oe pespod. uelch, Liverpoo! 
——* Shp, ew Kent rd, Pavision Dealer. M May 8at 4 at office 
ming gham, Chemist. May 4 at 11.30 at office of Burton, Union 
ee , Calverley, York, Butcher. Apr 27 at 11 at office of Singleton, Booth 


William, and Frank Cuzner, enham, Wilts, Timber Merchants. 
8 at 12.30 at Castle and Ball Hotel, S Rethante st, Bath. Keary and Co, 


Moore, Henry. So soy nee emg Brassfounder. Apr 27 at 11 at Grand 
Hotel, Colmore 1 row, Birmin ll, B: 

Memer, Wal Wal Edward. L Leeds "Butcher. May 3 at 3 at office of Blacklock, 
Newell, Francis, Tabernacle walk, Fineary, Leather Merchant. May 8 at 3 at 
Cannon st Hotel, Conpen st. French, Cru’ 

Wider. Grea + Barr, Stafford, ener May $3 at 11.30 at office of Bill, 

Parker, hem ja Milledge, York, Butcher. May 8 at 11 at office of Young, Low 

» York 
oes a a rd, Victoria Park, Clerk. May 8 at 10.30 at office 
Hants, visee a May 4 at 3 at Totterdell’s Hotel, St 
. May 10 at 3 at office of Addleshaw and 
Furniture Broker. May 4 at 3 at office of 
, Fishmonger. May 4 at 11 at 
r 
P outh, r, May 4 at 2 at office of 
pidge, St Thomas st, Portsmou' 
Oy Carecido. as errenconaly printed in the Gazette of the 
ueira, Manch ester, Provision Importer. May 2 at 3 at office of 
ose way k Manchester 
ip Lapis, ont of business, May 1 at 8 at office of Hayes 
‘ Salop, Tanner. May 4 at 11.15 at North Stafford- 
, Architectural Sculptor. Apr 390 at 3 at office 
ae ‘Batol, Bod 
James, B: idler. ‘Apt 80 at 12 at office of Andrews, Nicholas st, 


wate ah 
ilitean White Hi + t offic of 
eand Os and, Quen Cheap, Wh Watts and a, Now inn, Stzan Strand. 


Petherton rd, imandere ers i, P ‘hysician, Bry 2 at 
ah eifice cf Onild aad Bon, south ci, 34, @tmy"s in oe # 
‘William, Longton, Staff Beerseller. Apr 24 at 11 at offices of 


New Seates  Deury tee, Grocer. May 7 at 4 at 

ham, Builders. May 4 at 3 at offices 

hy Kent ee Y Victualler, May 8 at 

ear Bee erarese| ees 
— Grocer. May 1 at 11 at office of Lewis, 

. May 1 at 12 at office of Southcott, 

Br 11 at office of Mellor, Queen st, Shef- 


Joseph, Salford, Bootmaker. May 7 at 8 at office of Leigh, Brown st, 


2, April 2, 188. 
Walter, on ees, Durga, A 1 ab of 
ah Peaches te rar uctioncer. May 8 ab1i ab office 














aoe, Si it, 
oodand an Hood, Larath Ken SS a oe Oe ee ee 
— park, Banker’s Clerk. May 3 at 2 at 


office of f Gayey, Bucklersbury 
Agee, Aioert Salford, Joiner. May 4 at 3 at office of Rawes, Bexley sq, 


Sea Aitnd, Cochan’ tatens, Starch Green, Shepherd’s oe ee 
; ae Pond at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, High aborn. "Thomson Ward, 
0 


Barker, William Crown, Ww althamstow, Provision Dealer. May Satii at office of 
Newson, Mitre ct, i 
Bartle, hoa Bradf onfectioner. May 14 at 11 at office of Peel and Co, 


illiam, Runcorn, Chester, Land Agent, May 11 at 3 at office of Harris, 


oa gua, Harel, Serge Manufacturer, May 7 at 3 at office of Haigh, 
Beere, John. Suen 66, Hanover sq, Tailor’s Assistant. May 7 at 2 at office of 


‘ord Tro 
Boe, William, Willenhall, § Stafford, r of a Licensed Victualler’s house. 
go, Stoney, Hck Travis, Church lane, i 
Booth, Crossley, Holmfirth, York, Saddler. 7 at 3 at office of Booth, Holm- 


Botiten, Joseph, High st, Boro Fruit Salesman. 7 at 12 at 
office of Simpson and Paimer ‘Thves mie} Southwark seed 

Bradley, Isaac, Morley, York. Woollen Manutetbater May 7 at? at Law Insti- 
tution, Albion pl, Leeds. Sim aupes, Save 

nee, Ga Charles, Wolverhampton, Manufacturer. May 11 at 8 at office of 


ees ita Me Senha ogg oo 
Bucky, Wie om | Norehinnipton orthampton, Builder. May 5 at 3 at office of 


a, coonn Rociiee 
Bulpitt, George, Sou pton, Gencer. May 7 at 12 at office of Bassett and Co, 
Southampton 
ood —, Farmer. May 10 at 12 at Red Lion Hotel, 


Campbell, Roderick, jun, Sou South Shields, Grocer. May Sat 3 at office of Rennold- 
son, 
Chambers, James, Todmorden, ae Bookk May 1 of 
eel test Ci tearmee, sme + 3 ene 
ure icester, oner. 7 at 3 at 
Hotel, Lincoln’s inn fields. n and Co, Leicester * 
Clay, PYigcass se Manchester Smallware Dealer. May 11 at 3 at offices of Fox, 


Chatie Burslem, Stafford, J giner. May 7 at 11 at offices of Tomkinson 
ad se John’s chbrs, Bursl rslithes ? Ki 
Ounen James Douglas, and Rosa Alice C Coates, 41 Norton, Worcester, Bakers. 
May 8 at 12 = office of Sargent and Son, 
Oaeet Walter William, Chislehurst, Baker. May 7 at 10.15 at office of Cooke, 
s inn sq 
, Thomas Charles, Fakenham, Norfolk, Tailor. May 10 at 11 at Crown 
enham. Rumbelow, Fak enham = of 
Dale, Wiliam Nox North Shields, Slater. May 7 at 3 at office of Adamson, Howard 
Davies, Reon Wiliam, and William Frank § rang, OI Chester, Grocers, May 8 at 
2.30 at omen of Roberts and Dickson. N ewe sy 3 
illiam, Ringwood, Han icensed Viceuaier May 5 at 11 at office 


Gray’s inn sq. Al 
Dot J Ya amee Ho Holford, Wharton, Chester, Pork Butcher. May 9 at 11 at offices of 
reen and Dixon, 

Edmonds, Alfred Clement, Birete ham, Grocer. May 9 at 11 at office of Mallard 
and Corbett, Newhall chbrs, Newhall st, sg “ 

Edwards, my che, , Hyde, Chester, Publican. May 10 at 3 at office of Cooke, Claren- 

on 
Alfred, Halifax, Sh Smith. May 9 at 3 at Royal Hotel, 
Lancaster, Iron Founder. May 9 at 8 at office of Watts, 


Moseley st, Mancheste 
Fincher, 5 ohn Milward, alone nr ham, Licensed Victualler. May 
7 at 8 at office of Jaques, Tem — roms 
ther 4at2 at Law Society, Hoole’s 


Gates, 
Bank st, Sheffield. fold Br 
Gsode, William, New rd, Whitecha: ‘sami Set May7 2t4 at office of Young, 


Orta 
tineunn, Soles Gen , Pitstone, nr Tring, Buckingham, Farmer. May 17 at 12 at 
Uniosrn Inn, Leighton Bussard. Bexhing, Dunseapie 
Halter, Albert Win r, Cardiff, Watchmaker. May 8 at 2.30 at office of Kemp, 
cotall Frederick Janes, St Albans, Hertford, Straw Hat Maker, May dat § at 
e ames, iw a 
St Albans, Albans 


od, Macclesficld, Chester, Draper. May? at3 at office of Bar- 

clay an Fool 

Hoa Jom, Holloway rd, Oilman. May 7 at 11.30 at office of Cooke, Gray’s inn 
Demnbrough, York, Tobacconist. May 9 at 1 at offices of Wil- 


Hodgson, W: 

Kinson, St Helen's Fone 

Holroyd, James, Hock ie, Dyer. May 7 at 3 at offices of Standring and Taylor, 
King s e 
Hothersall, James Pratt, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Painter. May 3 at 11 at. White 
bul Hotel, Church sty Bin ackburn. Sutcliffe, Over 


inghes, rec an, North Essex, 8 at 2 at Waggon and 
Horses L— orth ‘il, © Colchester Greengracer “May 8, 

Wilts, Ironfounder. May 4 at 11.30 at office of Brad- 
ere. =e Foote, Swindon | 


Hulme, Edward Hanley, Stafford, Ironm: 2 at 2.30 at offices of 
Bishop and ward enry, rd, onger. May 
ant, Kang pt enchabien, Speewt: May 10 at 11 at offices of Smith 
an e 
Jackson, ~ th Shields, Auctioneer. May 7 at 11 at offices of Joel and Co, 
Newgate st st, Howenstle on 
Kim ey, Mark aa, Coventry out of business. May 8 at 2 at office of Neale and 


adison, lan ¥ 
eS ee , tay A fot ant Se, Legis 12 at the Washington 


eee 
Liverpod 
nb Hema Ado  umberiand Gol | Dea Deciir. “ay 9 a¢ 3 at the Trevelyan 











3 May 8 of 19 at ofee of Biante, 
y Tats at office of Brown, 


Evan, and David Lloyd, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Drapers. May 10 at 3 at 145, 
de. Sole and Co, Alderman 
McAngus Donald, i Tat § at office of Sowton, Bedford 


MSs denM ST pa RI SSN 
Basket Makers, May 9 at 3 at 
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poh Soom ie John Ryton, Unger Be Norwood,.Grocer. May 16 at 3 at office of 
= rie Certisle. Dee. 2 May 7 at 3 at office of Wannop, Scotch st, Car- 
Figsenthal, ol Watch Manufacturer. May 7 at3 at Queen’s Hotel, 


wie, Maurice, 
Coventry. 


Miles, George, Ri 
e. at 8at vontice of 


ee 


born Viaduct 
k _ Cariill, Fenchurch st 
st, Andover. 


Fare, Andover 


Little Missenden, Bucks, Grocer. May $3 ~ 2 at Red Lion Hotel, 
‘Machine Proprietor. May 4at3 


Bucks. eek and Awdry, 
m, James, hy sao he 
at office of 


Peer eee 

Piskonine, Ba Edward, yard. , Datiela Vor ag Mia 
c! ernon, nr 
at 3 at office of Cooke, Temple chbrs, Oak st. 


chbrs, Waketield 


ah mm | Thomas, 
Co, Booth st, Mancheste 
it, Cobri 
7 at 11 at office of Paddock, Old Hall st, Hanl 
Plant, Ric hard, Salfo: 
rae 8 chbrs, John ton st, Manches 
Prichard, Robert, Carnarvon, Plum) 

narvon. Pe om ones and Co, Carnarvon 

Prichard, John, 


, Blaena 
Hotel, Lian Llandudno. J ones, Blaenau, 


— ona 7 ohn, Southport, Lancaster, Mantle Maker. 


st, South; hport. 
, Davenham, nr 
er, Northwich 


Drea; South: 
Re ee 
at 11 at ow of -Fletch 


Shaw. ee, Easby, 


yo Wolverhampton 


d Isaiah Skidmore, Dudley, Worcester, Royalty Masters. 
fice eof Stokes and Hooper, Priory st, Dudle 


Nottingham, Dray 
~ Parsons and Co, N: 


Frederick, Stratford, — Builder. May 10 at 8 at Quality crt, 


e. Corsellis and Co 


Santeria, James, Birmingham, Photo; her. May4at 12 at 145, Cheapside. 
Wright and Marshall, Birming nit 4 4 
Henry, Barnet, Hertford, Watchmaker. May 4 at 8 at office of 


omas, William 
Wells, Paternoster row 
— eng A 


2 aa 2 2 at 
re at Clty nd, © 
ham. pe iby and 


William Martin, peony oe 
Western, Hotel, Colmore row, 
Tucker, John, Gresham 
Tavern, Gresham st. Nash and Field, Queen st 
en, Bury, Lancaster, Grocer. 


Clerkenwell 
teley, Birmingham 


er, 
ton st, Bury 


Whittingto: 

Raley, Church 

Whitwell, Haynes, Lavender rd, Battersea. 
chbrs, Devereux ct, Tem: 

Wilford, W: 


office of Hg an 

ilkinson, 

penne 3 
Wi) 


/ om eno nion ct, Castle st, Liverpoo 


rd, re aca po Coffee house keeper. May 
Francis, Andover, Hants, Innkeeper. May 7 at 12 at White Hart Hotel, 


Hanna Bt John st Clerkenwell. a. May 4at 3 at Auction Mart, 
; dlewich’ Chester, Tailor. May 10 
cote moe otal out of business. » Say 9 at 3 at office of Sale and 
dge, Stafford eet tealey Manufacturer’s Manager. May 
Lancaster, ah an May 10 at 3at office of Hankinson, 
ber. May 9 at 2 at Sportsman Hotel, Car- 
iceman Hestiniog, 3 Merioneth, Grocer. May 8 at 1 at Junction 
Festiniog 


Dldkelal’ Chester, Coach Builder. May 5 
nr Richmond, York, Farmer. May 4 at 12 at Talbot Inn, 
Se ee Grocer. May 10 at 8 at Knapp’s Hotel, 


om. May 8 at 11 at Masonic Hall, Goldsmith 


ag Macclesfield st, City rd, Clerkenwell, General Smith. 
ham, Brassfounder. May 4 at 12 at Newhall st, Birming- 
Jewellers’ Factor. May 7 at 12 at Great 
irmingham. Copner, Birmingham 
House, Old Bros: Broad st, Merchant. May 4 at 8 at Guildhall 
May 7 at 2 at office of Openshaw, Bol- 
Turner, J oh, Monsell rd, Finsbury pk, Cowkeeper. May1at4 at 62, Chancery 
von oysey, F Frederick George, Exeter, Tobacconist. May 8 at 11 at office of Andrew, 
rd circus, Exeter. Roberts and Co 
mn, George, Wath upon Dearne, York, Grocer. May 9 at 12 at office of 
Deh ag kl 7 ame et 
Upping Speen, een, Bookseller's. , TE May 8 at 12 at 
Soh ae Nae , ATES, May 4 at 11 at office of O’Connor, 
Walton on Hill, nr pavorpecl, Builder. May 10 at 2 at office of 


Morgan 
Wot 


Wood, De 
‘emperance 
Furness 


De Rome. Barrow- 


Wood: 


er, William, Red Cross 
We eiay, Furnival’s inn, 


Williams, , Aberdare, 
Serna ibagh Sia 
11 noo a Hotel, Lichfield st, 


-Furn Fesniete Dealer. May 4at3 at T 
Hotel, Dalkeith st, Pinckney, 


Wood, George, Penistone, aot Butcher. a 5 at 11 at office of Draz 
May 8 at 3 at Great Woetern rte sod row, Birmingham. Fi et 


Prose Sener 


5 Geeshorgen, no-occupation. May 8 at 12 
Willenhall, Stafford, Beerh ; 
st, Willenhall. Smith, Short 1 


-Furness. 


t, Refreshment House Keeper. May 8. 





May 9 at 3 at office of 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
= ~~ — of fat nme fi -d in 
te) snvod it most nutritio er- 
tectly y digestible’ bev Tepthene or 
Supper, and preety oo for iovalide and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
oll pall without onan, spice, or other it suits 
palates, Se pin tver in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than = Mixtures. 
Made instantaneousl 
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prohibi 
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tion, Limited), are now prepared to ISS DEBEN. 


r cent. annum, 
Pete G Gompaly i five wcapven salad ag ; 
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£10 each 
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LONDON DIRECTO 
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ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, &  PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


Estimates and submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, C bers, Offices, &c. 
PAINTING, DEVORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


Me ar Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Bedstead 





Bestens, te Bedroom Furniture, including and 
Bedding, from £7 10s, per set. 
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one 
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